BLM    LIBRARY 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Canon  City  District 
Colorado 


September  1991 


SAN  LUIS  RESOURCE    AREA 

Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan 
and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


iS&xSl 


SfC 


Sffiij 


tt 


*y 


I 


k 


i 


,V 


TAKE 
PttDCIN 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior   amemca 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

CANON  CITY  DISTRICT  OFFICE 

P.O.  BOX  2200 

CANON  CITY,  COLORADO     81215-2200 


September  1991 


Dear  Reader: 

Enclosed  for  your  review  is  the  San  Luis  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  and  Final  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statement  (EIS).  The  proposed  resource  management  plan,  referred  to  as  the  proposed  plan, 
is  a  refinement  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  in  the  Draft  San  Luis  Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental 
Impact  Statement.  Public  comments  were  analyzed  and  corrections  and  clarification  of  wording  have  been 
incorporated  into  this  document.  The  proposed  RMP  and  final  EIS  are  published  in  an  abbreviated  format 
and  are  designed  to  be  used  in  conjunction  with  the  draft  RMP/EIS,  which  was  released  in  September  1989. 

This  plan  is  the  proposed  action  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  With  the  exception  of  the  wilderness 
study  area  recommendations,  all  parts  of  this  proposed  plan  may  be  protested  in  accordance  with  the  planning 
regulations,  43  CFR  1610.5-2.  See  Chapter  1  for  more  detailed  information. 

We  wish  to  thank  all  those  individuals,  groups,  and  agencies  who  were  involved  in  our  eleven  user  input  groups, 
who  attended  our  public  meetings,  briefings,  open  houses,  etc.  and  who  took  time  to  provide  either  oral  or 
written  comments  on  the  draft  RMP/EIS  during  the  last  several  years.  Certainly,  without  this  meaningful  input, 
the  proposed  plan  and  final  environmental  statement  would  not  be  as  sound  as  we  believe  it  is  now. 


Donnie  R.  Sparks 
District  Manager 
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PROPOSED  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

and 

FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

for  the 

SAN  LUIS  PLANNING  AREA 

Alamosa,  Conejos,  Costilla,  Rio  Grande,  and  Saguache  Counties,  Colorado 

Draft  (  )  Final  (X) 

Lead  Agency:     The  United  States  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

1.  Type  of  Action:  Administrative  (X)    Legislative  ( ) 

2.  Abstract:  This  is  the  proposed  resource  management  plan  and  final  environmental  impact  statement  for  the  San  Luis 
Planning  Area  of  the  San  Luis  Resource  Area. 

This  document  responds  to  public  comments  on  the  Draft  San  Luis  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact 
Statement.  It  incorporates  all  changes  made  to  the  draft  RMP/EIS,  and  based  on  public  comments  and  internal  BLM  review, 
refines  and  modifies  the  draft  RMP/EIS  Preferred  Alternative.  The  modified  Preferred  Alternative  is  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  proposed  resource  management  plan. 

This  document  incorporates  by  reference  the  draft  RMP/EIS,  which  was  released  in  September  1989;  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
must  be  used  in  conjunction  with  the  proposed  RMP  and  final  EIS. 

3.  For  further  information  on  this  proposed  plan  and  final  environmental  impact  statement,  contact  Joe  Kraayenbrink,  Area 
Manager,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  San  Luis  Resource  Area,  1921  State  Street,  Alamosa,  Colorado  81101;  telephone 
719-589-4975. 

4.  Protests  to  this  proposed  plan  must  be  addressed  to  the  Director,  BLM,  in  the  Washington  Office  and  postmarked  within 
30  days  of  the  date  of  publication  of  the  Notice  of  Availability  by  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  in  the  Federal 
Register. 
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Summary 


SUMMARY 


The  San  Luis  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  iden- 
tifies the  future  management  of  BLM-administered  lands 
and  subsurface  minerals  within  the  San  Luis  Resource  Area 
in  south-central  Colorado.  The  proposed  plan  is  a  modified 
version  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  presented  in  the  Draft 
San  Luis  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (RMP/EIS),  published  in  September 
1989.  A  summary  of  the  proposed  plan  by  affected  resource 
or  resource  use  follows. 

Fluids  Minerals  Manage- 
ment 


Paleontological  Resources 

A  continual  effort  to  provide  intensive  inventory  and 
protection,  interpretation,  and  management  of  these 
resources  will  be  accomplished  within  the  planning  area.  A 
public  educational  fossil  interpretative  site  (a  large  area 
near  Clayton  Cone)  will  be  provided  within  the  planning 
area. 

Riparian  Resources  Manage- 
ment 


Approximately  259,000  acres  (41  percent)  of  the  planning 
area  are  open  to  leasing  with  standard  terms  and  conditions. 
(See  Mineral  Decisions  Map  in  the  back  of  this  document.) 

Approximately  342,000  acres  (55  percent)  of  the  planning 
area  are  open  to  leasing  with  various  limitations;  e.g., 
seasonal  restrictions. 

Approximately  17,000  acres  (3  percent)  of  the  planning  area 
are  open  to  leasing  with  a  no  surface  occupancy  stipulation. 

Approximately  3,600  acres  (1  percent)  of  the  planning  area 
are  closed  to  leasing. 

Locatable  Minerals  Manage- 
ment 

Approximately  601,000  acres  (97  percent)  of  the  planning 
area  are  open  to  mineral  entry  and  development. 

Approximately  17,000  acres  (3  percent)  of  the  planning  area 
are  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  and  development.  (See 
Mineral  Decisions  Map  in  the  back  of  this  document.) 

Mineral  Materials  Manage- 
ment 

Approximately  599,000  acres  (97  percent)  of  the  planning 
area  are  open  for  disposal  of  mineral  materials. 

Approximately  22,000  acres  (3  percent)  of  the  planning  area 
are  closed  to  disposal  of  materials.  (See  Mineral  Decisions 
Map  in  the  back  of  this  document.) 


Good  to  excellent  condition  will  be  maintained  on  ap- 
proximately 1,400  acres  of  riparian  vegetation  within  the 
planning  area.  Fair  or  poor  condition  will  be  improved  on 
approximately  400  acres  of  riparian  vegetation,  and  an  ap- 
proximate 15  acres  of  poor  condition  riparian  vegetation 
will  remain  the  same.  Approximately  1,400  acres  of  historic 
wetlands  will  be  redeveloped,  and  about  1,400  additional 
acres  of  potential  riparian  vegetation  will  be  inventoried. 

Livestock  Grazing  Manage- 
ment 

About  32,400  AUMs  will  be  available  for  domestic  livestock 
grazing  on  BLM-administered  lands  within  the  planning 
area.  Of  the  estimated  potential  increase  of  11,500  AUMs 
within  the  planning  area  during  the  next  20  years,  about 
4,600  AUMs  or  40  percent  will  be  made  available  to  live- 
stock. The  remainder  will  be  for  support  of  the  ecological 
base  and  wildlife,  if  needed. 

Wildlife  and  Fish  Habitat 
Management 

Waterfowl  and  shore  bird  populations  on  lands  ad- 
ministered by  BLM  will  increase  significantly  during  the 
next  20  years.  About  48,000  AUMs  will  be  available  to 
support  the  wildlife  on  BLM-administered  lands.  Of  the 
estimated  potential  increase  of  11,500  AUMs  within  the 
planning  area  during  the  next  20  years,  about  6,900  AUMs 
or  60  percent  will  be  made  available  to  wildlife  and  support 
of  the  ecological  base,  if  needed;  the  remainder  will  be 
available  to  livestock.  Stress  on  big  game  will  be  reduced  on 
approximately  342,000  acres  of  crucial  winter  habitat. 
About  73.5  miles  and  180  acres  of  warm  and  cold  water 
fisheries  habitat  will  be  available. 
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Forest  and  Woodland 
Management 

Approximately  5,800  acres  or  98  percent  of  the  commercial 
operable  forest  will  be  available  for  harvest.  Annually,  34 
acres  of  forest,  or  185  Mbf,  will  be  replaced  through 
regeneration  harvest.  Approximately  12,000  acres  or  96 
percent  of  the  productive  operable  woodlands  will  be  avail- 
able for  harvest.  Annually,  this  will  be  about  53  acres  of 
harvested  area  or  477  cords.  In  addition,  the  age 
class/growth  condition  and  access  of  forest  and  woodlands 
on  lands  administered  by  BLM  will  improve. 

Lands  Ownership  Adjust- 
ment Management 

Emphasis  will  be  to  retain  and  manage  the  majority  of 
BLM-administered  lands  in  the  SLRA.  Approximately 
5,300  acres  could  be  available  for  disposal  by  public  sale  and 
other  means.  An  additional  352,000  may  be  available  for 
disposal,  preferably  by  exchange,  when  disposal  is  in  the 
public  interest.  Adjustments  to  lands  administered  by  BLM 
under  the  second  category  will  probably  be  infrequent. 
Land  disposal  will  not  occur  in  the  designated  ACECs, 
WSAs,  and  SRMAs  within  the  SLRA.  Category  I  and  II 
criteria  are  shown  in  chapter  3  and  on  the  Realty  Action 
Decisions  Map  in  the  back  of  this  document. 

Some  potential  zones  of  acquisition  have  been  tentatively 
identified  to  consolidate  land  ownership  patterns,  improve 
manageability,  protect  or  enhance  sensitive  resources  or 
other  public  land  values,  etc.  These  zones,  shown  on  the 
Realty  Action  Decisions  Map  in  the  back  of  this  document, 
are  non-Federal  lands  identified  for  acquisition  only  from 
willing  landowners  or  agencies  at  fair  market  value  to  satisfy 
important  public  interests 

Lands  Withdrawal  Manage- 
ment 

Existing  withdrawals  will  be  retained  except  for  the  water- 
power/storage  withdrawals  in  the  2,640  acres  on  the  22-mile 
Rio  Grande  River  Corridor  determined  suitable  for  wild 
and  scenic  river  designation.  A  new  withdrawal  will  be 
recommended  to  protect  the  river  corridor  values,  whether 
or  not  designation  as  a  wild  and  scenic  river  occurs.  The 
existing  withdrawal  for  the  Blanca  area  will  be  expanded  to 
include  all  9,147  acres  within  this  special  wildlife  and  recrea- 
tion area.  New  withdrawals  will  be  recommended  for  six 
eligible  national  register  historic  place  (NRHP)  sites,  and 
retention  of  the  existing  withdrawal  on  Cumbres  Toltec 
Scenic  Railroad  site  will  also  recommended. 


Lands  Access  Acquisition 

All  access  acquisitions  would  be  directed  by  the  access 
priority  ranking  criteria;  access  benefiting  BLM  and  other 
resource  agencies,  access  needs  identified  within  various 
CRMAPs,  access  needs  identified  for  the  Rio  Grande  River 
Corridor,  and  access  needs  identified  within  the  area-wide 
support  services  management  plan  (SSMP). 

Lands  Rights-of-Way 
Management 

All  utility  corridors  will  be  designated  per  the  Western 
Utilities  Group  (WUG)  plan,  except  areas  of  critical  en- 
vironmental concern  (ACECs)  and  exclusion  areas.  All 
other  BLM-administered  lands  will  be  open  for  considera- 
tion for  development  of  major  utility  facilities  with  stipula- 
tions on  a  case-by-case  basis.  (See  Realty  Action  Decisions 
Map  in  the  back  of  this  document.) 

Areas  of  Critical  Environ- 
mental Concern 

Approximately  142,000  acres  were  identified  for  special 
management.  Designation  of  131,000  acres  (93  percent)  for 
special  management  will  occur.  These  acres  include  Sand 
Castle  Area  ACEC;  San  Luis  Hills  Area  ACEC;  Blanca 
Area  ACEC;  Trickle  Mountain  Area  ACEC;  Rio  Grande 
River  Corridor  ACEC  (which  includes  all  portions  deter- 
mined eligible  and  suitable  as  an  addition  to  the  National 
Wild  and  Scenic  River  System);  Elephant  Rocks  Area 
ACEC;  Cumbres  and  Toltec  Scenic  Railroad  ACEC;  Los 
Mogotes  Area  ACEC;  and  Ra  Jadero  Canyon  ACEC. 
Areas  of  Special  Concern  Decisions  Maps  are  in  the  back 
of  this  document.  About  11,200  acres  (7  percent)  will  not 
be  designated  as  areas  for  special  management. 

Recreation  Management 

About  27,600  acres  (5  percent)  of  the  lands  administered  by 
BLM  in  the  planning  area  wil'  be  managed  for  intensive 
recreation;  i.e.,  the  Rio  Grande  River  Corridor  (4,595 
acres),  Penitente  Canyon  (7,529  acres),  Zapata  Falls  Area 
(6,302  acres),  and  Blanca  (9,147  acres)  special  recreation 
management  areas.  About  493,000  acres  or  95  percent  will 
be  managed  for  extensive  recreation  opportunities. 

About  173,000  acres  or  33  percent  of  lands  administered  by 
BLM  in  the  planning  area  will  be  managed  as  open  to 
off-highway  vehicle  (OHV)  use,  and  about  342,000  acres  or 
66  percent  will  be  open  with  limitations  to  OHV  use.  There 
will  be  5,300  acres  or  1  percent  closed  to  OHV  use  (shown 
on  Special  Concern  Maps  in  the  back  of  this  document). 
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Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 


There  are  2,640  acres  on  22  miles  of  the  Rio  Grande  River 
Corridor  identified  as  suitable  for  designation  as  an  addi- 
tion to  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System.  The  river 
corridor  contains  significant  values  that  deserve  some  en- 
during form  of  protection.  This  protection  could  be  through 
wild  and  scenic  river  designation,  national  conservation 
area  designation,  or  some  other  appropriate  means.  All 
2,830  acres  of  land  administered  by  BLM  determined 
eligible  for  designation  have  been  placed  under  interim 
management  to  protect  those  free-flowing  and  outstanding- 
ly remarkable  values  within  the  corridor.  Interim  manage- 
ment will  be  in  effect  until  Congressional  action  occurs  or 
until  November  17, 1995,  whichever  occurs  first.  If  congres- 
sional action  does  not  occur,  these  lands  will  be  managed  as 
directed  within  this  land  use  plan. 

Visual  Resource  Manage- 
ment 

Approximately  19,000  acres  of  Visual  Resource  Manage- 
ment (VRM)  Class  II  lands  will  become  class  III  lands 
during  the  life  of  the  plan.  About  22,500  acres  of  class  III 
lands  will  be  managed  under  class  II  guidelines.  The 
remainder  of  the  area  in  class  II,  III,  and  IV  will  be  managed 
to  maintain  those  visual  characteristics. 


Summary 

Historical  Resources  and 
Archaeological  Resources 

Significant  cultural  values  on  19  sites  will  be  protected 
under  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act 
of  1966.  Sites  eligible  for  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places  (NRHP)  status  will  be  nominated.  Public  awareness 
of  these  sites  will  be  enhanced.  Five  cultural  resource 
management  plans  (CRMPs)  will  be  completed  for  active 
site  interpretation  and  protection.  These  significant  sites 
will  be  retained  under  BLM  administration. 

Special  Status  Plant  and 
Animal  Values 

Management  actions  will  be  considered  in  activity  plans  to 
enhance,  recover,  or  re-establish  these  special  plant  and 
animal  resources.  These  resources  will  be  specifically  ad- 
dressed in  eight  CRMAPs.  Clearances  will  be  conducted  for 
all  proposed  surface-disturbing  actions. 

Waterpower/Storage 

Management  actions  to  maintain  the  physical  potential  for 
the  development  of  waterpower/storage  sites  on  BLM- 
administered  lands  within  the  planning  area  will  continue. 
One  exception  to  this  will  be  the  recommendation  to  ter- 
minate the  withdrawals  for  the  Rio  Grande  River  Corridor. 
An  evaluation  of  all  potential  sites  will  be  accomplished,  and 
recommendations  for  new  withdrawals  be  proposed  as 
needed. 
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CHAPTER  1 


INTRODUCTION 


This  San  Luis  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan 
(RMP)  and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 
has  been  prepared  in  accordance  with  planning  regulations 
issued  under  the  authority  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act  of  1976  (FLPMA).  Included  in  this  docu- 
ment are  the  public  comments  on  the  Draft  San  Luis 
RMP/EIS  of  September  1989,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
ment (BLM)  responses  to  the  public  comments,  the  changes 
and  corrections  to  the  draft  RMP/EIS,  and  the  proposed 
resource  management  plan. 

The  proposed  RMP  identifies  the  future  management  of  the 
lands  administered  by  the  BLM  in  the  San  Luis  Planning 
Area  in  south-central  Colorado.  The  BLM  has  administra- 
tive responsibility  for  the  land  and  resource  management  on 
520,677  surface  acres  and  621,000  acres  of  subsurface 
mineral  estate  within  the  planning  area.  (See  Mineral 
Decisions,  Realty  Action  Decisions,  and  Areas  of  Special 
Concern  Decisions  Maps  in  the  back  of  this  document.) 

The  RMP  will  meet  the  BLM  statutory  requirement  for  a 
master  land  use  plan  as  mandated  by  Section  202  of  the 
Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA)  and 
the  requirements  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River  Act  (16  U.S.C. 
1271).  The  approved  RMP  will  replace  all  land  use  planning 
in  the  Saguache  and  San  Luis  Management  Framework 
Plans  (MFPs)  of  1973  and  1975  respectively. 

PLANNING  AREA  LOCATION 


The  San  Luis  Resource  Area  (SLRA)  of  the  Canon  City 
District  encompasses  520,677  acres  of  BLM  surface  estate 
land  in  the  San  Luis  Valley,  which  is  in  the  south-central  part 
of  Colorado  (see  Maps  1-1  and  1-2).  The  valley  is  ap- 
proximately 122  miles  long  and  about  74  miles  wide  extend- 
ing from  the  Continental  Divide  on  the  northwest  to  the  New 
Mexico  State  line  on  the  south.  Also,  about  102,000  acres  of 
subsurface  mineral  estate  are  managed  by  BLM  in  the 
resource  area  for  a  total  of  approximately  621,000  acres  (Map 
1-3). 

For  purposes  of  analysis  in  this  proposed  RMP,  a  planning 
area  has  been  designated,  which  is  bordered  on  three  sides 
by  the  Rio  Grande  National  Forest  and  is  within  all  or  part 
of  Saguache,  Alamosa,  Rio  Grande,  Conejos,  and  Costilla 
Counties.  Of  the  total  1,971,000  acres  in  the  planning  area, 
approximately  54  percent  is  privately  owned,  less  than  1 


percent  is  managed  by  the  U.S.  Forest  Service,  about  4 
percent  is  managed  by  the  U.S.  Park  Service,  about  2  per- 
cent is  managed  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  about 
11  percent  is  administered  by  various  state  agencies  (i.e., 
Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife,  Colorado  Land  Board  Com- 
mission, etc.),  about  2  percent  is  managed  by  other  Federal 
agencies,  and  about  27  percent  is  managed  by  BLM.  In 
addition,  the  BLM  manages  an  additional  101,926  acres  or 
about  5  percent  as  subsurface  mineral  estate,  which  under- 
lies state  and  private  surface  land  ownership.  Fluid  mineral 
leasing  decisions  for  Federal  mineral  estate  within  the  Rio 
Grande  National  Forest  boundary  will  be  the  responsibility 
of  the  USFS  in  coordination  with  BLM  and  will  be  ad- 
dressed in  their  planning  and  environmental  process. 

RELATIONSHIP  TO  THE 
PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE 

The  proposed  plan  is  very  similar  to  the  Preferred  Alterna- 
tive, which  was  analyzed  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS;  however, 
some  changes  were  made  in  response  to  public  comments 
and  internal  BLM  review.  The  major  issues  that 
precipitated  these  changes  are  as  follows: 

National  Conservation  Area  (NCA) 
Proposal 

There  is  an  existing  proposal  to  designate  an  NCA  along  the 
Rio  Grande  River  Corridor  within  the  Taos  Resource  Area. 
If  this  NCA  becomes  a  reality,  the  Canon  City  District  will 
consider  a  joint  study  to  determine  a  recommendation  for 
the  adjoining  river  corridor  in  Colorado.  Changes  in  the 
proposed  RMP/final  EIS  state  that  we  believe  NCA 
management  is  appropriate  and  viable  especially  in  con- 
junction with  a  New  Mexico  NCA  action.  The  Colorado 
portion  alone  may  have  sufficient  resource  significance  to 
warrant  a  national  area  designation.  The  Flat  Top  Area,  the 
San  Luis  Hills,  the  Pifion  Hills,  the  entire  river  corridor  up 
to  Lasauses  Cemetery,  the  wild  and  scenic  river  proposal, 
along  with  the  New  Mexico  proposed  NCA,  would  be  com- 
bined into  a  new  larger  proposal.  Language  has  been  added 
in  the  proposed  RMP/final  EIS  addressing  the  desirability 
of  this  congressional  designation  to  protect  the  combined 
significant  values  in  this  area. 
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STATE  OF  COLORADO 


Map  1-1 
San  Luis  Resource  Area  Location 
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BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
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Map  1-2 
San  Luis  Resource  Planning  Area  Location 


1-3 


Chapter  1 


KAYDEN  PASS 


FEDERAL  MINERAL  ESTATE 


MSHIM 


BLM 


Map  1-3 
San  Luis  Planning  Area  Mineral  Estate 


1-4 


Introduction 


Recreation  Management 

Two  special  recreation  management  areas  (SRMAs), 
Penitente  Canyon  and  Zapata  Falls,  were  added  as  a  result 
of  input  from  internal  BLM  and  public  reviews. 

Penitente  Canyon  SRMA  has  recently  developed  as  a 
premier  sport  climbing  area  attracting  visitors  from  across 
the  U.S.  and  Europe.  Use  has  reached  approximately  10,000 
visitor  days  annually  and  is  expected  to  continue  increasing 
necessitating  intensive  management.  The  focal  point  of  the 
Zapata  Falls  SRMA  is  a  50-foot  waterfall  plunging  through 
a  narrow  canyon.  This  highly  scenic  area  is  located  adjacent 
to  the  major  access  route  to  the  Great  Sand  Dunes  National 
monument. 

Wild  and  Scenic  River  Recommen- 
dation 

All  streams  considered  are  now  listed  in  the  study  report 
(Appendix  A),  and  BLM  rationale  is  explained  as  to  why 
they  were  not  considered  to  be  eligible.  All  41  miles  of  the 
Rio  Grande  River  study  corridor  have  been  determined 
eligible  by  the  wild  and  scenic  river  study  team  because  of 
new  information  on  wildlife  values/visual  resources/scenic 
viewshed/recreation  values.  The  team  stated,  however,  that 
Segment  A  would  be  considered  suitable  if  1)  the  U.S.  Fish 
and  and  Wildlife  Service  (USF&WS)  supported  designa- 
tion of  this  segment  and  2)  an  agreeable  cooperative 
management  plan  among  USF&WS,  BLM,  and  landowners 
could  be  developed. 

In  subsequent  discussions  with  USF&WS,  serious  concerns 
were  raised  regarding  their  ability  to  properly  manage  and 
develop  the  refuge  to  meet  their  wetlands  and  waterfowl 
objectives  should  the  refuge  portion  be  designated  as  wild 
and  scenic.  Furthermore,  because  BLM  controls  so  little  of 
the  river  frontage,  BLM  management  believes  it  would  be 
extremely  time  consuming  and  costly  to  achieve  cooperative 
management.  The  final  management  determination  for  the 
Rio  Grande  River,  therefore,  is  as  follows:  Segments  A,  B, 
and  C  are  determined  eligible;  Segments  A  and  B  are 
classified  scenic,  and  Segment  C  is  classified  wild.  Segments 
B  and  C  are  suitable;  however,  Segment  A  is  not. 

Clearly,  Segments  B  and  C  (22  miles  north  of  the  New 
Mexico  State  line)  contain  significant  values  deserving  of 
some  enduring  form  of  protection.  This  protection  could  be 
through  wild  and  scenic  river  designation,  national  conser- 
vation area  designation,  or  some  other  Federal  legislative 
form  of  enduring  protection.  A  Federal  Register  Notice  for 
interim  management  of  the  Rio  Grande  River  as  a  wild  and 
scenic  river  was  published  on  November  16, 1990  (Attach- 
ment 7,  Appendix  A).  This  protective  management  will 
continue  for  a  period  not  to  exceed  5  years  from  date  of 


publication  or  until  such  time  as  a  final  decision  has  been 
made,  whichever  occurs  first. 

The  water  rights/quality  write-up  within  the  proposed 
RMP/final  EIS  has  been  enhanced  to  show  as  clearly  and  as 
succinctly  as  possible  that:  1)  The  recommendation  will  not 
impact  the  valid  existing  rights  including  the  water  rights; 
and  2)  The  existing  water  conditions  present  are  sufficient 
for  the  biological  perpetuation  of  the  stream  environment. 

Appropriate  changes  concerning  the  Rio  Grande  River  are 
reflected  in  the  study  report,  Appendix  A,  in  this  proposed 
RMP/final  EIS. 

Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Con- 
cern 

Three  areas  proposed  through  public  comment  to  the  draft 
RMP  have  been  added  in  the  proposed  RMP/final  EIS. 
These  are:  a)  Ra  Jadero  Canyon  as  an  ACEC;  b)  Elephant 
Rocks  Area  (with  a  modified  boundary)  as  an  ACEC;  and 
c)  Blanca  Wildlife  Habitat  Area  as  an  ACEC. 

Lands  Disposal 

Two  land  disposal  categories  are  used  in  this  proposed 
RMP/final  EIS  .  Category  I  lands,  about  5,300  acres,  meet 
the  provisions  of  Section  203  of  FLPMA;  however,  other 
methods  of  disposal  will  also  be  considered.  The  remainder 
of  the  resource  area  are  Category  II  lands,  and  disposal  will 
be  considered  on  a  case-by-case  basis  to  enhance  manage- 
ment or  resource  values  or  otherwise  serve  the  public 
interest.  All  land  disposal  actions  will  be  consistent  with 
provisions  in  FLPMA.  More  details  are  displayed  in  the 
management  common  section  in  chapter  3  of  this  document. 

Rights-of-Way 

A  new  route  alignment  along  the  west  side  of  the  San  Luis 
Hills  has  been  proposed  per  the  Western  Utility  Group 
(WUG)/Public  Utility  Company  (PUC)  proposal  with  some 
modifications. 

Cultural/Recreational  Conflict 

All  off-highway  vehicle  (OHV)  limitations  within  the  areas 
of  critical  environmental  concern  (ACECs)  will  be  ad- 
dressed in  the  coordinated  resource  management  activity 
plans  (CRMAPs).  These  will  be  completed  for  each  special 
management  area  with  emphasis  on  the  use  of  both  seasonal 
closures  and  establishment  of  designated  roads  and  trails. 
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The  OHV  decision  on  the  Sand  Castle  ACEC  will  be 
changed,  and  the  OHV  play  area  has  been  dropped.  Resolu- 
tion of  the  conflict  among  OHV,  cultural,  and  ecological 
resources  will  be  accomplished  in  the  CRMAP. 

Minerals 

Closure  of  areas  with  significant  riparian  values  to  mineral 
development  (NSO  for  leasables  and  no  sale  for  salables) 
has  been  reanalyzed  in  the  proposed  RMP/final  EIS. 

Water  Rights/Water  Quality 

More  discussion  on  water  rights  related  to  river  issues,  to 
flow  augmentation  for  new  riparian  or  wetland  develop- 
ment, and  to  the  need  for  full  compliance  with  the  Colorado 
State  Water  Law  has  been  added  in  the  proposed  RMP/final 
EIS.  New  water  will  be  required  to  be  developed  and  or 
augmented  per  Colorado  State  Water  Law  for  any  water 
needed  for  maintenance  of  riparian  or  wetland  areas  to 
maintain  biological  perpetuation.  More  discussion  on  water 


quality  has  been  added  in  the  proposed  RMP/fmal  EIS 
related  to  recreation  and  wildlife  water  contact. 


Alternatives 

No  changes  to  other  alternatives,  except  that  the  Preferred 
Alternative  has  been  modified  to  address  previously  men- 
tioned issues  and  is  presented  as  the  proposed  plan. 

CHANGES  TO  THE  DRAFT 

RMP/EIS 

Table  1-1  shows  the  changes  and  modifications  made  to  the 
text  and  the  maps  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  Changes  were 
made  in  response  to  public  comments  or  to  internal  BLM 
review.  This  table  does  not  include  changes  made  to  the 
proposed  plan  as  they  are  described  elsewhere  in  this  docu- 
ment. 
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Table  1-1 
CHANGES  TO  THE  DRAFT  RMP/EIS 


Introduction 


Location  of  Change 


Change 


Summary,  Table  S-l,  page  S-2,  Riparian  Resource 
Management,  second  column,  last  line; 


Change  "70  to  "125" 


third  column,  fourth  line; 


Change  "400"  to  "455" 


fourth  column,  last  line; 


Change  "70"  to  "125" 


fifth  column.third  line 


Change  "400"  to  "455" 


Summary,  Table  S-l,  page  S-3,  Lands  Tenure  Adjustment  Change  "Lands  Tenure  Adjustment. . ."  to  "Lands 

Management,  first  column  Ownership  Adjustment  Management" 

Summary,  Table  S-l,  page  S-3,  Wildlife  and  Fish  Habitat  Change  "72"  to  "73.5" 
Management,  first,  second,  third,  and  fourth  columns, 
fourth  paragraph,  first  line 

Summary,  Table  S-l,  page  S-3,  Forest  and  Woodlands  Delete  "(288  Mbf)";  add  "185  Mbf  (including  34  acres  of 

Management,  last  column,  f  irst  paragraph,  second  line;  regeneration  harvest)" 


second  paragraph,  second  line 


Delete  "(633  cords)";  add  "477  cords  (53  acres  of  annual 
harvest)" 


Chapter  1,  Table  1-1,  page  1-7,  first  column,  first  line 


Change  "Land  Tenure  Adjustment"  to"Lands  Ownership 
Adjustment  Management 


Chapter  2,  Water  Resources,  page  2-8,  first  column, 
second  paragraph,  first  line 


Change  "56"  to  "57" 


Chapter  2,  Riparian  Resources  Management,  page  2-17,       Change  "1,229"  to  "1,284"  and  "3,231"  to  "3,286" 
Table  2-9,  first  and  last  line,  last  column  respectively 

Chapter  2,  Riparian  Resources  Management,  page  2-17,       Change  "35.3"  to  "36.8"  and  "4.3"  to  ,"5.8" 

second  column,  second  full  paragraph,  first  and  third  lines 

respectively 

Chapter  2,  Riparian  Resources  Management,  page  2-19,       Add  "La  Garita  Creek,  1.5,  Fair,  Improving."  Change  Total 
Table  2-10,  preceding  last  line;  last  line  from  "35.3"  to  "36.8" 

Chapter  2,  Riparian  Resources  Management,  page  2-19,       Change  "15.2"  to  "16.7" 
second  column,  last  paragraph,  sixth  lme. 
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Table  1-1  (Continued) 


Location  of  Change 


Change 


Chapter  2,  Land  Tenure  Adjustment,  page  2-36,  fourth  paragraph       Delete  paragraph.  See  revision  in  Relationship  to 

the  Preferred  Alternative  section,  Lands 
Disposal,  in  this  chapter. 

Chapter  2,  Land  Tenure  Adjustment,  page  2-36,  fifth  paragraph  Change  "57,000  acres"  to  "76,000  acres" 


Chapter  2,  Areas  of  Special  Concern,  page  2-53,  second  column, 
first  sentence 


Change ". . .  Juan  de  Onate "to ". . .  Don 

Diego  de  Vargas 


Chapter  2,  Areas  of  Special  Concern,  page  2-53,  second  column, 
third  sentence 


Change  "During  the  1840s "  to  "During  the 

1830s . . .  ." 


Chapter  2,  Areas  of  Special  Concern,  page  2-53,  second  column,        Change " . .  dating  from  the  1840s  . . . "  to ". . . 
fifth  sentence  dating  from  the  1830s  ." 


Chapter  2,  Special  Status  Plant  Species,  page  2-59,  first  sentence. 


Change  "One  plant  species  identified  . . ."  to  "No 
plant  species  were  identified  as  threatened  or  en- 
dangered on  Federal  or  state  lists  within  the 
planning  area." 


Chapter  2,  Special  Status  Plant  Species,  page  2-59,  second 
paragraph,  first  sentence. 


Change  "Sensitive  plant  associations  . . ."  to  "High 
quality  plant  communities " 


Chapter  2,  Table  2-35,  page  2-60,  fourth  column,  first  line 


Change  "LT"  to  "2" 


Chapter  2,  Table  2-35,  page  60,  fifth  column,  first  three  lines 


Change  "Canyon  slopes  . . .  soil."  to  "Ponderosa 
savannah  witn  fescue  grassland  on  deep  soils  over 
volcanic  substrates." 


Chapter  2,  Table  2-35,  page  2-60,  Footnote  1 


Change  to:  "These  rankings  are  provided  by  the 
Colorado  Natural  Areas  Program  (CNAPY  This 
standardized  ranking  procedure  was  developed 
by  CNAP  to  assist  land  managers  in  assessing 
status  and  management  needs  for  plant  species  of 
special  concern  to  the  state  of  Colorado. 


"List  1.  Federal  threatened  or  endangered  plant 
species  that  are  rare  throughout  their  range, 
including  species  endemic  to  Colorado. 


List  1*.  Plant  species  presumed  extinct. 
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Table  1-1  (Continued) 


Location  of  Change 


Change 


List  2*.  Plant  species  presumed  extirpated  from  Colorado 

List  2.  Plant  species  which  are  rare  in  Colorado  but 
relatively  common  elsewhere  within  their  range. 

List  3.  Plant  species  which  appear  to  be  rare  but  for  which 
conclusive  information  is  lacking. 

List  4.  Plans  of  limited  distribution  or  of  special  interest 
which  appear  secure  at  this  time  (watch  list)." 

Chapter  2,  Table  2-35,  page  2-60,  footnote  2,  first  line  Change  "Table  2.23-1  to  Table  2-35" 

Chapter  2,  Table  2-36,  page  2-62,  second  subheading  in         Change  "Sensitive  Plant  Associations"  to  "High  Quality 
table  Plant  Communities" 


Chapter  3,  Water  Resources,  page  3-3,second  column,  fifth 
paragraph 


Delete  fifth  paragraph  beginning  "A  study  is  needed ", 

add  "In  the  event  that  reaches  of  the  lower  Rio  Grande 
River  are  designated  for  special  management  under  the 
National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act,  no  Federal  claims  for 
instream  flows  are  anticipated;  however,  there  is  an 
implicit  Federal  reserved  water  right  in  the  Act.  Existing 
stream  conditions  are  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  needs  of  any 
special  management  designations.  Pending  future 
designation,  BLM  may  have  to  quantify  needs  and  file 
through  the  Colorado  State  Water  Court.  The  river  is 
currently  classified  for  water  quality  "recreation  class  I" 
and  "aquatic  life  class  I,"  and  tne  existing  quality  meets  the 
standards  for  these  classifications." 


Chapter  3,  Geology,  Topography,  and  Minerals,  page  3-4, 
first  column,  second  word,  third  line 


Change  "base"  to  "lease" 


Chapter  3,  Management  Guidance  Common  to  All 
Alternatives,  page  3-5,  first  column,  following  third 
paragraph 


Add  "An  inventory  would  be  completed  on  an  additional 
1,413  acres  with  potential  riparian  values.  If  these  areas 
have  riparian  values,  they  will  be  managed  similarly  to 
those  riparian  zones  that  are  already  known.  The  Ford 
Creek  Riparian  Demonstration  Area  and  La  Garita 
rehabilitation  project  would  continue." 
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Table  1-1  (Continued) 


Location  of  Change Change 

Chapter  3,  Management  Guidance  Common  To  All  Add  "Forest  and  Woodland  management  It  is  the  policy  of 

Alternatives,  page  3-6,  immediately  preceding  Lands  and      BLM  to  maintain  desired  forest  ecosystems.  This  could 
Realty  Management  require  that  opportunities  to  manipulate  vegetation  in  a 

manner  advantageous  to  forest  health,  wildlife,  fisheries, 
water,  recreation,  and  range  be  implemented  on  the 
forested  acres  (including  riparian  areas)  that  are 
withdrawn  from  the  allowable  harvest  base  (21,150  acres 
or  78  percent  of  the  commercial  forest  and  36,507  acres  of 
75  percent  of  the  woodland  forest).  The  withdrawal 
means  that  no  planned  harvest  is  scheduled  from  these 
acres,  but  other  types  of  operations  are  not  necessarily 
precluded.  Adherence  to  proper  environmental  analysis 
and  NEPA  compliance  would  occur." 

Chapter,  3,  Special  Status  Plant  and  Animal  Species,  page     Change  "plant  associations"  to  "plant  communities." 
3-8,  second  line 

Chapter  3,  Riparian  Resource  Management,  page  3-9,  Delete  paragraph 

second  paragraph 

Chapter  3,  Special  Status  Plant  and  Animal  Species,  page    Replace  "threatened  and  endangered"  with  "these  special 
3-13,  first  paragraph,  third  line  status " 

Chapter  4,  Access  and  Transportation  Management,  page     Delete ". .  .state  and  county. . .";  add ". .  .BLM  . . ." 
4-3,  second  column,  third  line. 

Chapter  4,  Economic  Conditions  and  Social  Environment,    Change  2,405,256  to  2,405,252 
page  4-6,  Table  4-5,  Total,  Preferred 

Chapter  4,  Riparian  Resources  Management,  page  4-9,         Change  "70"  to  "125" 
first  column,  fourth  line 

Chapter  4,  Riparian  Resources  Management,  page  4-9,         Add ". . .  and  rehabilitation  of  La  Garita  Creek"  and 
second  column,  third  paragraph,  fifth  line  following ". . .        change  "70"  to  "125" 
demonstration  area) 

Chapter  4,  Riparian  Resources  Management,  page  4-16,       Change  "400"  to  "455" 
second  column,  second  line 

Chapter  4,  Riparian  Resources  Management,  page  4-17,       Change  "335"  to  "390" 
first  column,  fifth  paragraph,  third  line 

Chapter  4,  Wildlife  and  Fish  Habitat  Management,  page  4-   Change  "3,230"  to  "3,285" 
18,  first  column,  seventh  paragraph,  first  line 
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Table  1-1  (Continued) 


Location  of  Change 


Change 


Chapter  4,  Riparian  Resources  Management,  page  4-23,       Add  "and  La  Garita  rehabilitation  project" 
first  column,  third  line  following ". . .  Ford  Creek  Riparian 
Demonstration  Area" 

Chapter  4,  Riparian  Resources  Management,  page  4-24,       Add  "and  La  Garita  rehabilitation  project";  change  "70"  to 
first  column,  first  paragraph,  second  line,  following    "125".  Change  "3,230"  to  "3,285" 
"...  Demonstration  Area/';  second  line,  fourth  paragraph, 
fourth  line 


Appendix  B 


Rewritten  as  Appendix  C,  Fluid  Minerals  Management, 
and  included  in  this  document 


Appendix  D 


Revised  to  reflect  changes  made  in  livestock  grazing  since 
the  San  Luis  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan/ 
Environmental  Statement  was  published  September  1989 
and  included  in  this  document 


Appendix  E 


Rewritten  as  Appendix  A,  Rio  Grande  River  Study  Report 
and  included  in  this  document 


DISTRIBUTION  OF  THE 
PROPOSED  RMP/FINAL  EIS 

This  proposed  resource  management  plan  and  final  en- 
vironmental impact  statement  will  be  distributed  to  ap- 
proximately 700  addressees,  including  all  those  who 
received  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  See  Chapter  2  of  this  docu- 
ment for  a  listing  of  individuals,  organizations,  and  agen- 
cies, who  provided  written  comments,  testified  at  public 
hearings,  or  requested  copies  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 


LIST  OF  PREPARERS 


Bureau  of  Land  Management  staff  and  resource  specialists, 
who  provided  resource  data,  coordinated  input  and 
revisions,  and  responded  to  public  comments  during  the 
development  and  preparation  of  this  proposed  plan  and 
final  EIS  are  listed  in  Table  1-2. 
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Table  1-2 
LIST  OF  PRMP/FEIS  PREPARERS 


Name 


Assignment 


Education 


Years  of  Experience 


Joe  Kraayenbrink  Area  Manager 


BS -Wildlife  and  Fisheries  Science 


13 


Royce  Wheeler  Livestock  Management,  Vegeta-       BS-Range  Management 

tion,  Acting  Area  Manager  (3/87 
through  7/87)  (9/90  through  1/91) 


21.5 


Dennis  Zachman  Area  Manager  (8/87  to  9/90) 


BS-Outdoor  Recreation 
Management 


16.5 


Dave  Taliaferro  Project  Manager 


BS-Recreation  Administration; 
MS-Recreation  Resources 


19.5 


Glenn  Wallace 


Plan  Coordinator  for  CSO  Liaison   BA-Social  Science 


20.5 


Ken  Goodrow  Special  Plant  and  Animal  Species     BS-Agriculture;  BS-Botany- 

Technical  Coordination  Ecology;  MS-Botany-Ecology 


26.5 


Ade  Neisius 


Quality  Control  (Asst.  District  BS-Forest  Management 

Manager  for  Land  and  Renewable 

Resources) 


24.5 


Bev  Neuben 


Editor/Writer,  Printing/Reproduc-   On-the-job  training;  formal  training 
tion  Coordination,  and  Admin-         sessions  on  English,  grammar, 
istrative  Coordination  writing,  editing,  and  format 


18.5 


Kevin  Andersen 


Geology,  Minerals,  and 
Topography 


BS-Geology 


11.5 


Bill  Miller 


Lands  and  Realty  Management        BS-Forestry 


16.5 


Stuart  Parker 
John  Schwarz 


Lands  and  Realty  Management        BA-Economics 


Wildlife  Habitat  Management  BS-Wildlife  Science 


23.0 
8.5 


Clay  Bridges 
John  Wilson 


Wildlife  Habitat  Management  BS-Wildlife  Management 


Forest  and  Woodlands, 
Wilderness,  Recreation,  and 
Visual  Resources 


BS-Forestry 


21.0 


26.0 
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Introduction 


Name 


Assignment 


Education 


Years  of  Experience 


JimCunio 
Fran  Ackley 
Fred  Martinez 


Forest  and  Woodlands 


BS-Forestry 


Riparian  Resource  Management      BS-Range/Forest  Management 


Access  and  Transportation, 
Hazards 


Drafting  Certification;  on-the-job 
training;  and  formal  engineering 
training 


12.0 


6.5 


11.5 


Scott  F.  Archer  Climate  and  Air  Quality 


BS-Environmental  Science  and 
Chemistry 


12.5 


Howard  Wertsbaugh     WaterResources 


BS-Watershed  Management 


25.5 


Jeanette  Pranzo 


Economic  Conditions  and  Social      MA-Economics 
Environment 


18.5 


John  Beardsley  Paleontology  and  Archaeology         BA-Anthropology 


Frederic  Athearn  History  and  Areas  of  Special  Ph.D -History 

Concern,  Photography,  and  CSO 
Planning  Coordination 


13.5 
17.0 


Harold  May 


Fire  Management 


On-the-job  training  and  formal  fire 
training 


13.0 


Bob  Wick 


Wilderness,  Recreation,  Visual  BS-Forestry;  MS-Wildland 

Resources,  Wild  and  Scenic  River    Recreation  Management 


4.0 


Dave  Harned 
Joan  Larson 


Waterpower/Storage 


BS-General  Engineering 


Typing  and  Clerical  Support  On-the-job  training;  formal  training 

sessions 


25.5 


7.5 


Lona  Kossnar 


Administrative  Support 


On-the-job  training;  formal  training  21.5 

sessions 


Peggy  Forbes-Crowl      Art  Work  (cover) 


Free-lance 


6.0 
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Table  1-2  (Continued) 


Name 


Assignment 


Education 


Years  of  Experience 


Sam  Richards 


GIS/MOSS  Data  Entry  On-the-job  training 


0.75 


Jeff  Guy 


GIS/MOSS  Data  Entry  BS-Landscape  Architecture 


0.50 


Canon  City  District  Support 


Colorado  State  Office  Support 


Management  Direction,  Donnie  Sparks 


GIS  Technical  Assistance;  Dave  Taylor,  Jim  Sorenson,  and 
Bill  Kendall 


PROTEST  PROCEDURES 

Any  person  who  participated  in  the  planning  process  and 
has  an  interest  that  is  or  may  be  adversely  affected  by 
approval  of  the  proposed  RMP  may  file  a  written  protest 
with  the  Director  of  the  BLM.  Protests  must  be  filed  within 
the  30-day  period  after  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  (EPA)  publishes  a  notice  of  receipt,  in  the  Federal 
Register,  of  this  proposed  RMP/final  EIS. 

Only  those  persons  or  organizations  who  participated  in 
this  planning  process  leading  to  this  RMP  may  protest.  If 
BLM  records  do  not  indicate  that  you  had  any  involvement 
in  any  stage  in  the  prepartion  of  a  proposed  RMP,  your 
protest  will  be  dismissed  without  further  review. 

A  protesting  party  may  raise  only  those  issues  that  he  or  she 
submitted  for  the  record  during  the  planning  process.  New 
issues  raised  during  the  protest  period  should  be  directed 
to  the  Canon  City  District  or  San  Luis  Resource  Area 
Manager  for  consideration  in  plan  implementation,  as 
potential  plan  amendments,  or  as  otherwise  appropriate. 

The  period  for  filing  a  plan  protest  begins  when  the  En- 
vironmental Protection  Agency  Notice  of  Availability  of  the 
final  environmental  impact  statement  containing  the 
proposed  RMP  or  amendment  is  published  in  the  Federal 
Register.  The  protest  period  extends  for  30  days.  There  is 
no  provision  for  any  extension  of  time.  To  be  considered 
"timely,"  your  protest  must  be  postmarked  no  later  than  the 
last  day  of  the  protest  period.  Also,  although  not  a  require- 
ment, your  protest  should  be  sent  by  certified  mail,  return 


receipt  requested.  Protests  must  be  filed  in  writing  to: 
Director  (760),  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  1849  "C" 
Street,  NW,  Washington,  D.C.  20240. 

In  order  to  be  considered  complete,  your  protest  must 
contain,  at  a  minimum,  the  following  information: 

1.  The  name,  mailing  address,  telephone  number,  and  in- 
terest of  the  person  filing  the  protest. 

2.  A  statement  of  the  issue  or  issues  being  protested. 

3.  A  statement  of  the  part  or  parts  of  the  San  Luis  Proposed 
Resource  Management  Plan/Final  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  being  protested.  To  the  extent  possible,  this 
should  be  done  by  reference  to  specific  pages,  paragraphs, 
sections,  tables,  maps,  etc.,  included  in  the  document. 

4.  A  copy  of  all  documents  addressing  the  issue  or  issues 
that  you  submitted  during  the  planning  process  or  a  refer- 
ence to  the  date  the  issue  or  issues  were  discussed  by  you 
for  the  record. 

5.  A  concise  statement  explaining  why  the  BLM  State 
Director's  decision  is  believed  to  be  incorrect.  This  is  a 
critical  part  of  your  protest.  Take  care  to  document  all 
relevant  facts.  As  much  as  possible,  reference  or  cite  the 
planning  documents,  environmental  analysis  documents, 
available  planning  records  (e.g.,  meeting  minutes  or  sum- 
maries, correspondence,  etc.).  A  protest  that  only  expres- 
ses disagreement  with  the  Colorado  State  Director's 
proposed  decision  without  any  data  will  not  be  considered. 
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CHAPTER  2 

PUBLIC  COMMENTS  ON  THE  DRAFT 

RMP/EIS 


AVAILABILITY  OF  THE 
DRAFT  RMP/EIS 

The  Draft  San  Luis  RMP/EIS  was  filed  with  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency  (EPA)  in  September  1989.  A 
notice  of  availability  and  an  announcement  of  the  public 
hearings  schedule  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register, 
September  29,  1989,  pages  40216/40217.  This  same  notice 
established  a  90-day  public  comment  period  expiring 
December  26, 1989. 

News  releases  provided  information  on  obtaining  copies  of 
the  draft  RMP/EIS;  locations  where  the  draft  could  be 
reviewed;  locations,  dates,  and  times  of  the  formal  public 
hearings;  and  the  address  for  submission  of  written  com- 
ments. Bulletins  were  also  mailed  to  the  agencies,  groups, 
and  individuals  who  had  been  involved  with  the  team  during 
the  planning  process. 

Public  hearings  were  held  in  Denver,  Colorado,  on  Novem- 
ber 1,  1989,  and  in  Alamosa,  Colorado,  on  November  2, 
1989. 

PUBLIC  COMMENTS 

During  the  comment  period  (September  15  through 
December  26),  186  people  commented  on  the  Draft  San 
Luis  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Im- 
pact Statement. 

A  total  of  178  letters  were  received;  153  during  the  comment 
period  and  25  after  the  period  closed.  All  the  letters  were 
acknowledged,  and  a  response  to  each  substantive  comment 
received  prior  to  December  26  is  printed  in  this  proposed 
plan.  Each  of  the  153  letters  received  during  the  comment 
period  are  also  displayed  in  Appendix  B  of  this  document. 

Public  hearings  in  Alamosa  were  well  attended  with  46 
people;  23  gave  testimony.  The  public  hearings  in 
Lakewood  were  attended  by  14  people,  and  10  people  gave 
oral  comments  (see  Appendix  B).  A  response  to  substantive 
oral  comments  is  also  printed  in  the  proposed  plan. 


The  majority  of  the  comments  related  to  designation  of 
ACECs,  wild  and  scenic  river  designation,  the  Taos  power- 
line  proposal,  and  grazing  allocations.  Approximately  118 
commenters  indicated  more  of  the  Rio  Grande  River 
should  be  recommended  for  wild  and  scenic  designation;  27 
commenters  addressed  concerns  about  water  rights  and 
objected  to  any  portion  of  the  river  being  recommended  for 
designation;  over  78  commenters  indicated  support  for  ex- 
panding ACEC  designation;  however,  83  believed  inade- 
quate protection  is  provided  for  these  areas;  e.g.,  OHV, 
mining,  and  grazing  are  considered  inappropriate  use 
within  an  ACEC.  Many  requested  the  addition  of  other 
ACECs;  i.e.,  78  for  Elephant  Rocks,  21  for  Bishop  Rock,  3 
for  the  Blanca  Wildlife  Habitat  Area,  and  6  for  Ra  Jadero 
Canyon.  There  were  65  letters  opposing  the  proposed  loca- 
tion of  the  Taos  powerline.  A  large  number  of  the  com- 
menters indicated  conflict  between  cultural  and  OHV  use. 
At  least  27  commenters  indicated  some  conflict  between 
water  rights  and  wild  and  scenic  designation.  Some  com- 
menters indicated  support  for  the  Natural  Enhancement 
Alternative.  Establishment  of  a  national  conservation  area, 
encompassing  the  Rio  Grande  River  and  San  Luis  Hills 
ACECs,  was  suggested.  Both  support  and  opposition  were 
expressed  regarding  the  sand  dune  OHV  area.  Input  on  the 
RMP/EIS  is  appreciated,  and  each  comment  was  con- 
sidered in  the  preparation  of  this  proposed  plan  and  final 
EIS. 

SUMMARY  OF  PUBLIC  IN- 
VOLVEMENT THROUGHOUT 
THE  PLANNING  PROCESS 

A  total  of  302  public  contacts  have  been  recorded  to  date 
consisting  of  183  personal  letters,  3  form  letters,  70  per- 
sonal/telephone conversations,  31  testimonies,  9  BLM  com- 
ment forms,  and  6  other  types.  Fifty-six  percent  of  the 
comments  have  been  from  individuals  and  84  percent  were 
from  Colorado.  A  total  of  12  percent  of  the  comments  were 
from  Alamosa  County,  55  percent  from  counties  outside  the 
planning  area,  17  percent  from  counties  outside  Colorado, 
and  the  remaining  16  percent  came  from  various  counties 
within  the  planning  area.  Of  the  total  input,  205  (67  percent) 
had  substantive  comments. 


2-1 


Chapter  2 


DISTRIBUTION  OF  THE 
DRAFT  RMP/EIS 

Approximately  660  copies  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  were  dis- 
tributed to  Federal,  state,  and  local  governmental  agencies, 
congressional  and  legislative  offices,  private  interest 
groups,  and  organizations,  academic  and  business  institu- 
tions, and  individuals.  Distribution  was  by  volume  mailing; 
however,  many  copies  were  also  distributed  at  public  hear- 
ings and  in  response  to  requests  for  the  document.  Copies 
of  the  document  were  also  available  for  public  review  and 
distribution  in  the  BLM  San  Luis  Resource  Area  Office, 
Canon  City  District  Office,  and  Colorado  State  Office. 

The  following  distribution  list  for  the  draft  RMP/EIS  in- 
cludes only  the  agencies,  organizations,  and  individuals  on 
the  original  mailing  list: 

FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT 

Advisory  Council  on  Hist.  Preservation 
Great  Sand  Dunes  National  Monument 
Library  of  Congress,  Unit  X 
Documents  Expediting  Project 
Smithsonian  Institution 
Southern  Ute  Indian  Tribal  Council 

c/o  Betty  Feazel 
The  Honorable  Ben  Nighthorse  Campbell 

Pueblo,  CO 

Washington,  DC 
The  Honorable  Dan  Schaefer 

Englewood,  CO 

Washington,  DC 
The  Honorable  David  Skaggs 

Westminster,  CO 

Washington,  DC 
The  Honorable  Hank  Brown 

La  Junta,  CO 

Washington,  DC 
The  Honorable  Joel  Hefley 

Colorado  Springs,  CO 

Washington,  DC 
The  Honorable  Pat  Schroeder 

Denver,  CO 

Washington,  DC 


The  Honorable  Timothy  E.  Wirth 

Colorado  Springs,  CO 

Washington,  DC 
The  Honorable  William  L.  Armstrong 

Pueblo,  CO 

Washington,  DC 
U.S.  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

San  Francisco,  CA 

Dallas,  TX 
U.S.  Colorado  Soil  Conservation  Office 
U.S.  Department  of  Energy 
U.S.  Department  of  Transportation 
U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

Denver,  CO 

Washington,  DC 
U.S.  Federal  Highway  Administration 
U.S.  National  Park  Service 

U.S.  Pentagon,  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
U.S.  Rio  Grande  Soil  Conservation  District 
USAF  Boiling  Air  Force  Base 
USAFRCE-CR-ROV 
USDA  Forest  Service 

Off.  of  Envir.  Coord.,  Washington,  DC 

Rocky  Mountain  Region,  Lakewood,  CO 

Carson  N.F.,  Taos,  NM 

Rio  Grande  N.F.,  Monte  Vista,  CO 

Alamosa  RD,  Alamosa,  CO 

Conejos  RD,  La  Jara,  CO 

Del  Norte  RD,  Del  Norte,  CO 

Saguache  RD,  Saguache,  CO 
USDA,  SCS 

Center  FO,  Center,  CO 

La  Jara  FO,  La  Jara,  CO 

Monte  Vista  FO,  Monte  Vista,  CO 
USDI;  BLM 

Washington  Office 

Off.  of  Sec,  Denver,  CO 

Colorado  State  Office 

BLM,  Library  D-533A 

Albuquerque  District  Office 

Burns  District  Office 

Montrose  District  Office 
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Bishop  Resource  Area  Office 

Gunnison  Basin  Resource  Area  Office 

Royal  Gorge  Resource  Area  Office 

San  Juan  Basin  Resource  Area  Office 

San  Luis  Resource  Area  Office 

Socorro  Resource  Area  Office 

Taos  Resource  Area  Office 
USDI;  Bureau  of  Mines 

Branch  of  Min.  Ass.,  Washington,  DC 

Alaska  Field  Operations,  Washington,  DC 

Denver,  CO  -  DSC  Bldg  20 
USDI;  Bureau  of  Reclamation 

Division  of  Envir.  Aff.,  Washington,  DC 

Denver,  CO 

Loveland,  CO 

Closed  Basin  Proj.  Off.,  Alamosa,  CO 

Eastern  Colo.  Proj.  Off.,  Salida,  CO 

Southwest  Reg.  Off.,  Amarillo,  TX 
USDI;  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Chief,  Div.  of  Envir.  Coord., 
Washington,  DC 

Regional  Office,  Denver,  CO 

Alamosa  and  Monte  Vista  Wildlife 
Refuge 
USDI;  Geological  Survey 

Envir.  Aff.  Program,  Reston,  VA 

Geologic  Division,  Denver,  CO 

Water  Resources  Division,  Denver,  CO 
USDI;  Minerals  Management  Service 

Offshore  Envir.  Ass.  Div.,  Washington,  DC 
USDI;  National  Park  Service 

Div  of  Envir.  Comp.,  Washington,  DC 

Denver,  CO 

Rocky  Mountain  Reg.  Off.,  Denver,  CO 
USDI;  Office  of  Env.  Project  Review 

Denver,  CO 
USDI;  Office  of  Surface  Mining 

Chief,  Div.  of  Envir.  and  Econ. 
Analysis,  Washington,  DC 


USDI;  Office  of  the  Secretary 
USDI;  Water  and  Power  Resources  Service 
USDI;  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
Golden,  CO  -  Colorado  Field  Office 

STATE  GOVERNMENT 

Adams  State  College 

Colorado  Board  of  Land  Commissioners 

Denver,  CO 

Alamosa,  CO 
Colorado  State  Clearing  House 
Colorado  Department  of  Health 

Air  Pollution  Control  Division 

Water  Quality  Control  Division 
Colorado  Department  of  Highways 

Denver,  CO 

Pueblo,  CO 
Colorado  Depart,  of  Local  Affairs 
Colorado  Depart,  of  Natural  Resources 
Colorado  Division  of  Mines 
Colorado  Div.  of  Parks  and  Rec. 

Denver 

Colorado  Springs 

Walsenburg 
Colorado  Division  of  Water  Resources 

Denver,  CO 

Alamosa,  CO 

Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife 

Denver 

Regional  Office,  Colorado  Springs 

Southwest  Regional  Office,  Montrose 

Area  Office,  Monte  Vista,  CO 
Colorado  Environmental  Coordinator 
Colorado  Forest  Service 

Alamosa,  CO 

Fort  Collins,  CO 
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Colorado  Geological  Survey 

Colorado  Legislative  Council 

Colorado  Natural  Areas  Program 

Colorado  Oil  and  Gas  Conservation  Commission 

Colorado  Plans  Coordinator 

Colorado  State  Historical  Society 

Colorado  State  University 

Department  of  Recreational  Resources 

Department  of  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  Biology 

Experimental  Learning  Center 

Documents  Librarian 
Colorado  Water  Conservation  Board 
Colorado  Highway  Department 
Lt.  Governor  Michael  Callihan 
The  Honorable  Bob  Kirscht 

Pueblo,  CO 
The  Honorable  Gilbert  Romero 

Pueblo,  CO 
The  Honorable  Harold  L.  McCormick 

Canon  City,  CO 
The  Honorable  Jim  Rizzuto 

Swink,  CO 
The  Honorable  John  Beno 

Pueblo,  CO 
The  Honorable  Larry  E.  Trujillo 

Pueblo,  CO 
The  Honorable  Lee  E.  Gillis 

Lamar,  CO 
The  Honorable  Lewis  H.  Entz 

Hooper,  CO 
The  Honorable  Robert  N.  Shoemaker 

Canon  City,  CO 
The  Honorable  Roy  Romer 

Denver,  CO 
The  Honorable  Stanley  E.  Johnson 

Pueblo,  CO 
University  of  Colorado 

LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

Alamosa  (City) 
Alamosa  County 
Antonito  (City) 
Carnegie  Public  Library 
Monte  Vista,  CO 


Conejos  County 

Conejos  County  Library 

Costilla  County  Administrator 

Costilla  County  Planning  Director 

Del  Norte  Public  Library 

Denver  Public  Library 

Library,  Center  Branch 

Mineral  County 

Rio  Arriba  County 

Rio  Grande  County 

Saguache  County 

Saguache  Public  Library 

San  Luis  Valley  Regional  Development  and  Planning 
Commission 

Southern  Peaks  Regional  Library 

Taos  County 

INDIVIDUAL/ORGANIZATION 

Adventures  International 

Aguilar  Energy  Company 

Alamosa  Valley  Courier 

Allison,  Mark 

Amax  Incorporated 

American  Rivers,  Inc. 

American  Wilderness  Alliance 

Amoco  Production  Company 

Anderson,  Phil 

Anpu,  S.B. 

Anschutz  Corporation 

Armagast,  Bob  and  Judy 

Asper,  Darwin  E. 

Atkins,  Larry  E. 

Atlas  Corporation 

Belton,  Terry 

Benson,  Harold 

Benson,  Norman 

Birdsall,  Fred 

Blackgoat,  Fernando 

Bouchard,  Thomas 

Bryant,  Pete 

Callison,  Charles  H. 

Cameron,  Brad 

Catalano,  Dwight 

Chevron  Resources  Company 
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Chevron  USA,  Inc. 

Clifton,  Chas 

Club  20 

Coleman,  Jim 

Coleman,  Polly 

Colorado  Assn.  of  4WD  Clubs 

Colorado  Assn.  of  Motorcyclists 

Colorado  Boat  Owners  Task  Force 

Colorado  Cattlemen's  Assn. 

Colorado  Counties,  Incorporated 

Colorado  Environmental  Coalition 

Colorado  Farm  Bureau 

Colorado  Federation  Mineralogical  Society 

Colorado  League  of  Women  Voters 

Colorado  Mining  Association 

Colorado  Motorcycle  Dealers  Assn. 

Colorado  Motorcycle  Trail  Riders  Assn. 

Colorado  Outdoor  Education  Center 

Colorado  Snowmobile  Assn. 

Colorado  Sports  Riders  Association 

Colorado  Wildlife  Federation 

Denver,  CO 

Colorado  Springs,  CO 
Colorado  Woolgrowers  Association 
Colorado  Association  of  Four  Wheel  Drive  Club 
Colville,  Ruth  M. 
Conejos  County  Woolgrowers 
Congdon  &  Carey  Association 
Conservation  Committee 
Cotter  Corporation 
Coyle,  Kevin  J. 
Crespin,  Paul 
Crowther,  Ed 
Cyprus  Mines  Corporation 
Davey,  Earl 
Davey,  John  L. 
Davis,  Floyd  M. 
Dubois,  Delafield 
DiCenzo,  Stephanie  B. 
Dixon,  Hobart  N.,  PH.D. 
Duran,  Michael 
Environmental  Center 
Evans,  Peter 


Eve,  Thomas  M. 
Exxon  Company  USA 

Denver  -  Tom  Cirigliano 
Exxon  Company  USA 

Reg.  Aff.  Super.  Midland,  Texas 
Falcon  Head  Mailing  Services 
Federal  Land  Bank 
Fettes,  Joe  Jr. 
Fremont  Ecology 
Friends  of  the  Dunes,  Inc. 
Frye,  Ken 
Galatowitsch,  Sue 
Gallegos,  George 
Garretson,  Gary 
Gibb,  Henry 
Goldcrest,  LTD. 
Gregory,  Lee 
Grennel,  Bill 

Gronning  Engineer  Company 
Grupton 

Gumaer,  Dorothy  V. 
Harris,  Jim 
Harvey,  Constance 
Harvey,  Norman 
Heller,  Clive 
High  Chateau 
High  Country  News 
Homestake  Mining  Company 

Creede,  CO 

Golden,  CO 
Hughes,  Mark 

Independent  Petro  Association  of  Mtn  States 
Izaak  Walton  League  of  America  Inc. 
Jensen,  Debbie 
John,  Larry  J. 
Johnston,  Bob  Jr. 
Jones,  Brad 
Kerr  McGee  Center 
Klecker,  Jan  L. 
Kopfman,  Lynn 
Kuharich,  Rod 
Kuntz,  David  W 
Lazy  T  Inc. 
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Linden,  Julie  K. 

Marathon  Oil  Company 

Marr,  John  G. 

Martin,  Susan  A. 

Martinez,  Jim 

McClellan,  Roz 

Meyer,  Art 

Minerals  Exploration  Coalition 

Mobile  Exploration  and  Producing 

Molycorp,  Inc. 

Montgomery,  Dave 

Morley,  K.  S. 

Mountain  Bike  Specialists 

Mueller,  Eleanor  C. 

Naslund,  Dave 

National  Organization  for  River  Sports 

National  Wildlife  Federation 

Natural  Resource  Defense  Council,  Inc. 

Nature  Conservancy 

Nielsen,  Ed 

Noranda  Exploration,  Inc. 

Oaks,  Floyd  Jr. 

Oliver,  Chuck 

Oliver,  Mike 

Pacific  Coast  Mines 

Pat  Humphry 

Peacples,  Sarah 

Phelps  Dodge  Corporation 

Public  Service  Company  of  Colorado 

Puckett,  Catherine 

Pueblo  Chieftain 

Canon  City,  CO 
Pueblo  Chieftain 

Pueblo,  CO 
Quinlan,  Wayne 

Rampart  Range  M-C  Management  Committee 
Rehberg,  Jeff 

Rocky  Mountain  Enduro  Club 
Rocky  Mountain  Oil  and  Gas  Association 
Rocky  Mountain  Trails  Association 
Scherling,  Bev 
Schmittel,  Kenneth 
Schultz,  Robert  L. 


Lake  of  the  Falls  Parkway 
Shell  Oil  Company 
Sierra  Club 

Washington  DC 
Sierra  Club 

Denver,  CO 
Sierra  Outfitters  and  Guides  of  Taos  Inc. 
Simmons,  Virginia  McConnel 
Sizemore 

Smallowitz,  Howard 
Sowards,  Vaughn 
Spearman,  Mike 
Spero,  Vince 
Stahlecker,  Paul 
Stansfield,  John 
Steck,  John 
Strait,  Richard  A. 
Suiter,  Gary 
Swanson,  John  R. 
Sylvester,  Thomas 
Temple,  Danny 
Texaco  Incorporated 
Thatcher,  John  H. 

The  Humane  Society  of  the  United  States 
The  Wilderness  Society 

Washington,  DC 
The  Wilderness  Society 

Denver,  CO 
Tolisano,  Jim 

Union  Carbide  Corporation 
United  Four  Wheel  Drive  Association 

Englewood,  CO 

Tucson,  AZ 
Valdez,  Rudolph 
Valdez,  Virgil 
Van  Epps,  Charles  P. 
Van  Gieson,  J.R. 
Ward,  Larry 
Welch,  Jack 
Welhelm,  Bert 
Wellman,  Bill 

Western  Archeologjcal  Consultants,  Inc. 
Western  Colorado  Congress 
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Western  Energy  Company 
Western  River  Guides  Association 
Western  Utility  Group 
Wheeler,  Marty 
Whetherill,  Clayton 
Whitten  and  Schreck  Grading 


Whitten,  George  Jr. 
Wilson,  Harry  E. 
Wilson,  Thurman 
Yeager,  Kelly 
Young,  J.T. 


PUBLIC  COMMENTS  FROM 
LETTERS 

One  hundred  and  seventy-eight  persons,  groups,  or  agen- 
cies submitted  written  comments  on  the  Draft  San  Luis 
RMP/EIS.  One  hundred  and  fifty-three  of  these  were  in  the 


form  of  letters  that  arrived  before  the  close  of  the  comment 
period.  Table  2-1  lists  those  comments  considered  to  be 
substantial  in  the  order  they  were  received,  by  the  comment 
letter  number,  and  by  the  identified  comment/response 
number  (s). 
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Table  2-1 
PUBLIC  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  ON  THE  SAN  LUIS  DRAFT  RMP/EIS 


Letter 
Number 


Commenter 


Comment/Response 
Number(s) 


1 

U.S.  Dept.  of  the  Air  Force 

2 

William  M.  Folger 

4 

William  A.  Coates 

5 

John  Spezie 

6 

Adopt-A-TVail,  Bill  Hughs 

7 

Lucile  Jones 

8 

Trout  Unlimited,  Dean  Swanson 

9 

Ray  "Lone  Eagle"  Miller 

10 

USDI,  Bureau  of  Mines 

11 

Brad  Cameron 

12 

Pat  Humphry 

13 

Constance  Harvey 

14 

Henry  Gibb 

15 

Hobart  N.  Dixon 

16 

Trailhead  Ventures,  Dick  and  Jan  Scar 

17 

G.  K.  Marsh 

18 

Rocky  Smith 

19 

Daniel  D.  Chiras,  Ph.D 

20 

Babs  Schmoler 

21 

Steve  Smith 

22 

Michelle  Matisans 

23 

John  B.  Czarnecki,  Ph.D. 

24 

Christine  Cipriano 

25 

Dennis  B.  Williams 

26 

Margaret  Roberts 

27 

Todd  Robertson 

28 

Stanley  Tolbe 

29 

Yvonne  Mohr 

30 

Bruce  Mohr 

31 

Max  Fry 

32 

Amy  Swiatek 

33 

Heather  Schaal 

34 

Kirsten  Ingebrigtsen 

35 

John  Ziegman 

36 

Judith  E.  Rocchio 

37 

Norman  J.  Mullen 

1-1 

2-1  -  2-4 
4-1-4-4 
5-1  -  5-5 
6-1  -6-2 
7-1  -7-4 
8-1  -8-4 
9-1  -  9-5 
10-1 

11-1 -11-3 
12-1  - 12-5 
13-1  - 13-5 
14-1 -14-4 

15-1  - 15-8 
16-1  - 16-3 
17-1  - 17-3 
18-1  - 18-5 
19-1  - 19-4 
20-1  -20-5 
21-1  -  21-2 
22-1  -  22-5 
23-1  -  23-4 
24-1  -  24-4 
25-1  -  25-3 
26-1  -  26-3 
27-1  -  27-4 
28-1  -  28-4 
29-1  -  29-5 
30-1  -  30-5 
31-1  -  31-5 
32-1  -  32-3 
33-1  -  33-3 
34-1 .  34.4 

35-1  -  35-2 
36-1  -  36-4 
37-1  -  37-6 
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Table  2-1  (Continued) 


Letter 
Number 


Commenter 


Comment/Response 
Number(s) 


38 

Don  Thompson 

39 

Michael  Goldstein 

40 

Kirk  Cunningham 

41 

Linda  Batlin 

42 

John  M.  Wade 

43 

Mary  Poss 

44 

Eric  Nickell 

45 

Gary  Sprung 

46 

Jesse  Ross,  Luke  Ross,  Tom  Ezrie 

47 

Jon  H.  Fairchild 

48 

Brennan  Linsley 

49 

Linda  M.  Lee 

50 

Jill  Ludeman 

51 

Cyndi  Shuler 

52 

Sandy  Lewenberg 

53 

Lowell  Soster 

54 

Kathy  Cox 

55 

Roger  Cox 

56 

Carmen  Blumberg 

57 

Nate  Inouye 

58 

Meg  Stephenson 

59 

Steve  Arrowsmith 

60 

Boulder  Audubon  Society,  M.  K.  Smith 

61 

Nard  Claar 

62 

Jeff 

63 

Dorothy  H.  Bradley 

64 

Jamie  Kingsbury 

65 

E.  S.  Rock 

66 

Don  Potter 

64 

Jamie  Kingsbury 

65 

E.  S.  Rock 

66 

Don  Potter 

67 

Susan  Eble 

68 

Lucinda  R.  Smith 

69 

Elizabeth  T  Feazel 

70 

Len  Anzell 

71 

Pedro  Paramo 

38-1  -  38-2 
39-1  -  39-4 
40-1  -  40-2 
41-1  -  41-2 
42-1  -  42-4 
43-1  -  43-4 
44-1-44-4 
45-1  -  45-2 
46-1 
47-1 

48-1  -  48-3 
49-1  -  49-2 
50-1 
51-1 

52-1  -  52-4 
53-1  -  53-3 
54-1  -  54-2 
55-1  -  55-6 
56-1  -  56-4 
57-1  -  57-2 
58-1  -  58-2 
59-1  -  59-5 
60-1  -  60-4 
61- 1  -  61-4 
62-1  -  62-3 
63-1  -  63-2 
64-1 
65-1 

66-1  -  66-3 
64-1 
65-1 

66-1  -  66-3 
67-1  -  67-4 
68-1  -  68-1 
69-1  -  69-3 
70-1  -70-5 
71-1 
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Table  2-1  (Continued) 


Letter 
Number 


Commenter 


Comment/Response 
Number(s) 


72 

Tony  Merten 

73 

Gary  Steinberg 

74 

Richard  Bradley 

75 

Tony  Merten 

76 

Bruce  Berger 

77 

Cyndra  Dietz 

78 

Mike  Cockrell 

79 

Caleb  Gates 

80 

Colo.  Hist.  Soc,  Barbara  Sudler  (SHPO) 

81 

Sierra  Club,  Rocky  Mtn.  Chp.,  Mark  Pearson 

82 

Chelsea  Schwartz 

83 

Georgia  Smith 

84 

Chris  Allen 

85 

Jan  Hose 

86 

Nicole  Moore 

87 

Stan  K.  Munson 

88 

Eric  Zann 

89 

Michael  Boeder 

91 

Colo.  Env.  Coalition,  Kirk  Koepsel 

92 

Colo.  Div.  of  Wildlife,  Monte  Vista  Office 

93 

Dept.  of  Health  &  Human  Svcs.,  Kenneth  Holt 

94 

Kristine  Johnson 

95 

Brian  Shields 

96 

Margaret  Murray 

97 

Ruth  Marie  Colville 

98 

Anna  Auster 

99 

Francie  Pedro 

100 

Molly  Schroeder 

101 

Lawrence  M.  and  Jeanette  S.  Currier 

102 

Paul  W.  Motsinger 

103 

Kathy  Hands 

104 

John  B.  Shawcroft 

105 

John  M.  Muste 

106 

Jane  Stanfield 

107 

Rio  Grande  Water  Cons.  Dist.,  Lynn  Kopfman 

108 

John  Kuzmiak 

109 

Southwest  Nat.  &  Cul.  Heritage  Assn. 

72-1  -  72-5 
73-1  -  73-5 
74-1 .  74.3 

75-1  -  75-4 
76-1  -  76-2 
77-1  -  77-5 
78-1  -  78-5 
79-1  -  79-4 
80-1  -  80-3 
81-1  -  81-4 
82-1  -  82-5 
83-1  -  83-2 
84-1  -  84-4 
85-1  -  85-5 
86-1  -  86-5 
87-1 

88-1  -  88-4 
89-1 

91-1  -  34 
92-1  -  92-4 
93-1  -  93-3 
94-1 .  94-5 

95-1  -  95-2 
96-1  -  96-3 
97-1 

98-1  -  98-3 
99-1  -  99-3 
100-1  - 100-3 
101-1  - 101-4 
102-1  - 102-3 
103-1  - 103-3 
104-1  - 104-11 
105-1  - 105-2 
106-1  - 106-5 
107-1  - 107-24 
108-1  - 108-3 
109-1  - 109-4 
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Table  2-1  (Continued) 


Letter 

Number 

Commenter 

110 

San  Luis  Valley  Water  Cons.  Dist.,  Richard  Messick 

111 

USDI,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Svc.,  Robert  Leachman 

112 

Thomas  B.  McArthur 

113 

Dion  Stewart 

114 

USDI,  National  Park  Svc.,  Richard  A.  Strait 

115 

Charles  Myers 

116 

Colo.  House  of  Rep.,  Lewis  H.  Entz 

117 

Mary  Beth  Peters 

118 

Town  of  Del  Norte,  Barney  B.  Black 

119 

The  Rio  Grande  Water  Users  Assn.,  Bill  V.  Kopfman 

120 

William  S.  Contes 

121 

Telluride  Institute,  Leigh  Sullivan 

122 

Conejos  Water  Cons.  Dist.,  Kelly  Sowards 

123 

Rocky  Mtn.  Oil  and  Gas,  Alice  Frell  Benitez 

124 

City  of  Monte  Vista,  Ronald  Schulz 

125 

Eleanor  C.  Mueller 

126 

Public  Service  Co.  of  Colorado,  John  Steck 

127 

American  Rivers 

128 

Office  of  the  State  Engineer,  Jeris  A.  Danielson 

129 

Ken  Nelson 

130 

Carol  Wildman 

131 

Kathy  Miller 

132 

Mary  Humphrey 

133 

Elizabeth  Chesley  Duson 

134 

Louise  Rose 

135 

James  T  Del  Golyer 

136 

Robert  M.  Armagast 

137 

Patricia  A.  D'Andrea 

138 

Cynthia  Patterson 

139 

Bob  Stewart 

140 

Susan  S.  Martin,  Ph.D. 

141 

Susann  McCarthy 

142 

Avril  Fogden 

143 

Ed  Haywood 

144 

John  R.  Swanson 

145 

Sierra  Club,  Pikes  Peak  Group,  John  Stansfield 

Comment/Response 
Number(s) 


110-1  - 110-6 
111-1  - 111-2 
112-1  - 112-2 
113-1 

114-1  - 114-12 
115-1  - 115-4 
116-1  - 116-3 
117-1  - 117-4 
118-1  - 118-13 
119-1  - 119-8 
120-1 

121-1  - 121-2 
122-1  - 122-13 
123-1  - 123-3 
124-1  - 124-5 
125-1  - 125-5 
126-1  - 126-3 
127-1  - 127-15 
128-1  - 128-7 
129-1  - 129-4 
130-1  - 130-2 
131-1  - 131-2 
132-1  - 132-8 
133-1  - 133-4 
134-1  - 134-4 
135-1  - 135-13 
136-1 

137-1  - 137-2 
138-1  - 138-5 
139-1 

140-1  - 140-2 
141-1  - 141-2 
142-1 

143-1  - 143-3 
144-1 .  144.6 

145-1  - 145-22 
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Table  2-1  (Continued) 


Letter 
Number 


Commenter 


Comment/Response 
Number(s) 


146 
147 
148 
149 
150 
151 
152 
153 


William  L.  Stevens  146-1  - 146-2 

Caroline  Gray  Wolf  147-1  - 147-3 

Philip  Cole  148-1  - 148-3 

M.  P.  Steinkamp,  Ph.D.  149-1  - 149-2 

Colo.  Native  Plant  Society,  Susan  S.  Martin  150-1  - 150-12 

Michael  Levison  151-1 

Div.  of  Parks  &  Outdoor  Rec,  Colo.  NatAreas  Prog.,  Dave  Kuntz  152-1  - 152-29 
USDI,  Nat.  Park  Svc,  Great  Sand  Dunes,  Nat.  Mon.,  William  E.  Wellman        153-1  - 153-8 


PUBLIC  COMMENTS 
FROM  HEARINGS 


Thirty-three  persons,  groups,  or  agencies  gave  oral  tes- 
timony/comments on  the  San  Luis  Draft  RMP/EIS  during 


the  four  public  hearing  sessions  in  Denver  and  Alamosa, 
November  1  and  2, 1989.  One  person  commented  twice  at 
the  hearing  in  Denver.  Table  2-2  lists  those  comments 
considered  to  be  substantial  in  the  order  they  were  given, 
by  the  commenter,  and  by  the  identified  comment/response 
number  (s). 
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Table  2-2 
PUBLIC  HEARING  COMMENTS  ON  THE  SAN  LUIS  DRAFT  RMP/EIS 


Commenter 
Number 


Commenter 


Comment/Response 
Number(s) 


HI 

Dion  Stewart 

H2 

Abe  Reylea 

H3 

Bill  Kopfman 

H4 

Barry  Nelson 

H5 

Melvin  Getz 

H6 

Judy  Armagast 

H7 

Bob  Myers 

H8 

Charles  Stillings 

H9 

Steve  Vandiver 

H10 

Elise  Rudolph 

Hll 

Margaret  Robertson 

H12 

Cliff  Hartman 

H13 

Kelly  Sowards 

H15 

Willian  Lynn  Kopfman 

H16 

Robert  Them 

H17 

Dave  Jones 

H18 

Dave  Robbins 

H19 

Hobart  Dixon 

H20 

Dennis  Stanford 

H21 

Bob  Kennemer 

H22 

Don  Richmond 

H23 

Freeman  Lester 

H24 

Dennis  Williams 

H25 

Kirk  Cunningham 

H26 

Kirk  Koepsel 

H27 

Don  Thompson 

H28 

Sarah  Peapples 

H29 

Kurt  Menning 

H30 

Jerome  Michel 

H31 

Henry  Gibb 

H32 

Roz  McClellan 

H33 

Margaret  Murray 

H34 

Kirk  Koepsel 

Hl-1 
H2-1 
H3-1 

H4-1  -  H4-2 
H5-1  -  H5-2 
H6-1  -  H6-4 
H7-1 

H8-1  -  H8-2 
H9-1  -  H9-4 
H10-1 

Hll-1  -  Hll-6 
H12-1 
H13-1 

H15-1  -  H15-2 
H16-1  -  H16-2 
H17-1 

H18-1  -  H18-13 
H19-1  -  H19-4 
H20-1  -  H20-2 
H21-1  -  H21-3 
H22-1 
H23-1 

H24-1  -  H24-5 
H25-1  -  H25-4 
H26- 1  -  H26-13 
H27-1  -  H27-4 
H28-1  -  H28-4 
H29-1  -  H29-4 
H30-1  -  H30-3 
H31-1  -  H31-4 
H32-1  -  H32-3 
H33-1  -  H33-5 
H34-1  -  H34-5 
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PUBLIC  COMMENTS  AND 
RESPONSES 

This  chapter  presents  BLM  responses  to  public  comments 
submitted  during  the  public  review/comment  period  on  the 
draft  RMP/EIS.  The  response  numbers  correspond  to  the 
numbers  on  the  margins  of  the  letter  or  transcript.  The  letter 
number  or  hearing  transcript  alphanumeric  code  gives  the 
type  of  comment  and  the  individual  commenter  identifica- 
tion (i.e.,  HI  is  the  first  hearings  commenter)  the  second 
numeric  code  is  the  comment/response  number  (i.e.,  Hl-1 
is  the  first  hearing  comment/response.  Comments/respon- 
ses are  shown  by  resource  and/or  resource  use  in  the  same 
order  they  were  presented  in  the  draft.  BLM  responses 
explain  why  a  particular  item  is  or  is  not  addressed,  clarifica- 
tion is  or  is  not  needed,  whether  or  not  a  change  in  text  is 
made,  or  give  applicable  reference  to  the  reader.  The 
responses  must  be  read  in  conjunction  with  the  comments 
just  above  that  response.  In  some  cases  a  paraphased  com- 
ment will  be  used  when  multiple  commenters  had  basically 
the  same  comment. 

AIR  QUALITY 

Comments  114-6  and  153-1 

Any  activities  that  would  impact  the  monument's  Class  I  Air 
Quality  status  should  be  considered  in  your  planning. 

Response 

As  described  on  page  2-5  and  shown  on  Map  2-2,  the 
designated  wilderness  area  portion  of  Great  Sand  Dunes 
National  Monument  has  PSD  Class  I  status.  The  entire 
national  monument  is  a  Colorado  Category  1  Area. 

Page  3-3  states  "Additional  (Air  Quality)  management  ac- 
tivities include  monitoring,  analysis,  and  impact  mitigation 
on  a  project-specific  basis,  which  ensures  compliance  with 
applicable  regulations  and  implementation  plans."  This  in- 
cludes impact  analysis  for  projects  affecting  Great  Sand 
Dunes  National  Monument. 


Response 

Although  seven  soil  series  are  identified  in  the  draft  RMP 
as  being  highly  susceptible  to  erosion,  none  of  these  soils 
have  characteristics  that  would  preclude  oil  and  gas  opera- 
tion. The  standard  operating  practices  and  siting  latitude 
provided  by  the  regulations  would  result  in  mitigation  of 
potential  impacts  to  a  minimum  level  and  would  not  warrant 
the  inclusion  of  an  NSO  stipulation.  Also  the  potential  for 
significant  increases  in  water  salinity  because  of  surface 
disturbance  in  the  San  Luis  Planning  Area  was  not  iden- 
tified as  a  problem  related  to  the  soils  types  present. 

WATER  RESOURCES 

Comments  1 04-1  &2,1 07-1 2&1 4,1 1 0-1 , 
118-1&2,119-4&5,122-1&2,  and  135-2 

The  Rio  Grande  at  the  State  Line  has  been  recorded  as  a 
no-flow  river.  According  to  the  United  States  Geological 
Survey  Water  Data  Reports  for  the  Rio  Grande  Basin,  flows 
near  Lobatos,  Colorado  [a  point  within  the  reach  of  the  Rio 
Grande  studied]  were  zero  for  extended  periods  of  days  in 
1950-51,  and  in  1956.  The  Rio  Grande,  below  Alamosa,  is 
as  far  from  a  free-flowing  natural  river  as  exists  in  the  West. 

Response 

Since  there  are  no  impoundments  in  the  river  segments 
under  consideration,  these  segments  are  interpreted  to  be 
"free  flowing."  There  is  no  intent  to  "restore"  the  river  to  a 
pre-existing  condition.  The  average  10-year  flow  from  1980 
through  1989  in  this  stretch  of  the  river  is  654  cfs,  with  the 
high  flow  in  spring  averaging  3,400  cfs.  There  is  an  implicit 
Federal  reserved  water  right  in  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
Act.  It  is  the  BLM  position,  however,  that  flows  required  to 
satisfy  the  Rio  Grande  Compact  are  sufficient  for  the  pur- 
pose of  a  wild  and  scenic  river  designation.  There  is  no 
quantified  reserved  water  right  for  the  wild  and  scenic 
segment  of  the  Rio  Grande  River  in  New  Mexico,  and  BLM 
sees  no  need  to  request  one  for  the  proposed  segment  in 
Colorado.  Pending  future  designation,  BLM  may  have  to 
quantify  needs  and  file  through  the  State  Water  Courts. 


SOILS 


Comment  91-3 

The  plan  inadequately  protects  other  sensitive  areas  from 
the  affects  of  oil  and  gas  development.  The  plan  does  not 
include  protective  stipulations  for  fragile  soil  and  steep 
slope  areas.  Almost  every  other  RMP  in  Colorado  has 
provided  protection  for  these  sensitive  areas  that  cannot 
withstand  the  onslaught  of  unmitigated  development. 


Comments  1 04-3,1 07-4&6,1 1 0-3,1 1 6-2,1 1 8- 
4,119-1,122-4,128-3&6,135-4 

The  listed  preferred  alternative  includes  the  recommenda- 
tion of  wild  and  scenic  river  designation  for  a  portion  of  the 
Rio  Grande  near  the  state  line,  and  with  this  concept,  the 
establishment  of  minimum  streamflows  for  recreation  and 
fisheries.  The  establishment  of  minimum  streamflows  would 
impact  the  operation  of  the  Closed  Basin  Project,  Platoro 
Reservoir,  or  any  other  future  project.  The  development  of 
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the  Closed  Basin  Project  was  intended  to  assist  Colorado  in 
meeting  its  Compact  deliveries  to  Mexico. 

Response 

The  BLM  position  is  that  flows  required  to  satisfy  the  Rio 
Grande  Compact  are  sufficient  for  the  purpose  of  a  wild  and 
scenic  river  designation.  There  is  no  quantified  reserved 
water  right  for  the  wild  and  scenic  segment  of  the  Rio 
Grande  River  in  New  Mexico,  and  we  see  no  need  to  request 
one  for  the  proposed  segment  in  Colorado.  There  is,  how- 
ever, an  implicit  Federal  reserved  water  right  in  the  W&SR 
Act.  Section  13e  of  the  Act  prohibits  any  modification  of  the 
Rio  Grande  Compact.  Operations  of  the  Closed  Basin 
Project  also  would  not  be  affected. 

Comments  107-1,110-2,118-3,122-3,  and 
135-3 

The  Rio  Grande  and  Conejos  Rivers  and  their  tributaries 
are  grossly  over-appropriated  streams.  With  rare  exception, 
many  of  the  water  rights  in  our  valley  go  unsatisfied  during 
much  of  the  year  because  of  the  lack  of  physical  supply. 

Response 

The  average  10-year  flow  in  this  stretch  of  the  river  is  654 
cfs,  with  the  high  flow  in  spring  reaching  into  the  3,400-cfs 
level.  It  is  the  BLM  position  that  flows  required  to  satisfy 
the  Rio  Grande  Compact  are  sufficient  for  the  purpose  of 
a  wild  and  scenic  river  designation.  There  is  an  implicit 
Federal  reserved  water  right  in  the  Act,  however,  there  is  no 
quantified  reserved  water  right  for  the  wild  and  scenic 
segment  of  the  Rio  Grande  in  New  Mexico,  and  BLM  sees 
no  need  to  request  one  for  the  proposed  segment  in 
Colorado.  Pending  future  designation,  BLM  may  have  to 
quantify  needs  and  file  through  the  State  Water  Court. 


Comments  1 07-5,1 19-7,and  128-2 

Page  3-4,  "It  is  the  policy  of  BLM  to  protect,  maintain, 
restore  and/or  enhance  the  quality  of  waters  on  public 
lands."  Depending  on  what  is  meant  by  this  statement,  it 
might  very  well  impact  the  administration  of  water  rights, 
the  Rio  Grande  Compact,  and  the  operation  of  the  Closed 
Basin  Project.  Any  attempt  to  change  the  current  processes 
and  administration  would  have  to  be  done  in  cooperation 
with  all  affected  agencies  and  users. 

Response 

BLM  foresees  no  need  for  water  quality  improvement  in  the 
lower  Rio  Grande  River.  The  river  is  currently  classified  for 
"recreation  class  I"  and  "aquatic  life  class  I,"  and  the  existing 
quality  meets  the  standards  for  these  classifications. 

BLM  has  no  intention  of  condemning  any  private  property 
or  easement  for  any  reason.  There  is  no  reason  to  change 
the  current  operations  and  administration  of  the  river.  Any 
additional  properties  or  easements  acquired  will  be  through 
normal  acquisition  methods  from  willing  sellers. 

Comment  107-9 

On  page  E-4  of  the  Appendix,  there  is  a  statement  that  the 
reach  is  free-flowing  with  high  water  quality;  yet,  at  other 
points  in  the  Appendix  and  the  report,  particularly  page  3-3 
of  the  basic  management  plan,  the  agency  acknowledges 
that  there  is  insufficient  data,  in  its  opinion,  to  determine 
what  the  water  quality  and  flows  are  and  that  further  study 
is  required.  These  statements  are  inconsistent  and  further 
indication  of  the  inadequacy  of  the  Environmental  Impact 
Statement/Rio  Grande  Study  Report. 

Response 


Comment  107-2 

During  almost  every  year  and  in  a  majority  of  the  months  of 
any  year,  an  enormous  percentage  of  the  water  flowing  in 
the  Rio  Grande  below  Alamosa  results  from  return  flows 
and  inflows  into  the  river  below  the  last  diversion  at  the  New 
Ditch.  As  a  result,  the  water  which  is  flowing  in  the  river 
from  just  below  Alamosa  to  the  state  line  is  water  which  has 
been  previously  placed  to  beneficial  use. 

Response 

BLM  agrees  with  these  facts. 


Your  points  are  well  taken;  the  fourth  full  paragraph  (page 
3-3)  has  been  changed  to  read  "In  the  event  that  reaches  of 
the  lower  Rio  Grande  River  are  designated  for  special 
management  under  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act, 
no  Federal  claims  for  instream  flows  are  anticipated;  how- 
ever, there  is  an  implicit  Federal  reserved  water  right  in  the 
Act.  Existing  stream  conditions  are  sufficient  to  satisfy  the 
needs  of  any  special  management  designations."  The  river 
is  currently  classified  for  water  quality  "recreation  class  I" 
and  "aquatic  life  class  I,"  and  the  existing  quality  meets  the 
standards  for  these  classifications.  The  Rio  Grande  River 
Study  Report  has  also  been  rewritten  and  is  in  Appendix  A 
of  this  document. 
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Comments  1 07-1 8&1 9,1 19-6,  and  H18-7 

You  have  no  legal  basis  for  making  such  demand  and,  to  do 
so  runs  counter  to  the  express  directions  of  the  United 
States  Congress.  You  ought  to  recognize  the  irony  of  recom- 
mending a  river  for  wild  status  and,  at  the  same  time,  in  the 
same  document,  recommending  operation  of  a  water  sal- 
vage project  to  produce  flows  for  the  "wild"  river. 

Response 

We  agree  and  have  withdrawn  any  recommendation  for  use 
of  Closed  Basin  Project  water  to  maintain  minimum  stream 
flows. 

Paragraph  5  referring  to  the  operation  of  the  Closed  Basin 
canal  for  minimum  stream  flows  (page  3-3)  has  been  deleted 
and  the  following  substituted: 

"In  the  event  that  reaches  of  the  lower  Rio  Grande  River  are 
desingated  for  special  management  under  the  National  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  Act,  no  Federal  claims  for  instream  flows 
are  anticipated,  however,  there  is  an  implicit  Federal 
reserved  water  right  in  the  Act.  Existing  stream  conditions 
are  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  needs  of  any  special  management 
designations.  Pending  future  designation,  BLM  may  have  to 
quantify  needs  and  file  through  the  Colorado  State  Water 
Court.  The  river  is  currently  classified  for  water  quality 
"recreation  class  I"  and  "aquatic  life  class  I,"  and  the  existing 
quality  meets  the  standards  for  these  classifications." 

Comment  107-20 

The  last  two  ditches  on  the  Rio  Grande  which  control  all  of 
the  flow  in  the  river  during  many  months  of  the  year  are  the 
Chicago  Ditch  and  the  New  Ditch.  These  ditches  are  owned 
by  the  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  are  used 
to  irrigate  the  Alamosa  National  Wildlife  Refuge.  But  for 
these  two  ditches,  there  would  be  a  substantial  minimum 
streamflow  in  the  Rio  Grande  for  a  greater  period  of  time 
than  currently  exists.  There  is  no  discussion  in  any  of  your 
documents  concerning  your  relationship  with  your  sister 
federal  agency  and  the  very  serious  and  significant  impact 
its  operations  have  on  the  flows  of  the  Rio  Grande  below  its 
headgates. 

Response 

Although  it  is  not  discussed  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS,  BLM 
maintains  a  close  working  relationship  with  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service.  We  are  not  concerned  with  the  effect  of  the 
Alamosa  Refuge  operations  on  minimum  streamflows, 
since  it  is  the  position  of  BLM  that  existing  stream  flows  are 
sufficient  to  satisfy  the  needs  of  a  wild  and  scenic  river 
designation. 


Comment  107-21 

Finally,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  has  a  Congres- 
sionally  authorized  interest  in  the  Closed  Basin  Project 
under  Priority  No.  2  of  Pub.L.  92-514.  Most  certainly,  your 
agency  should  feel  free  to  undertake  the  steps  necessary  to 
transfer  your  interest  in  the  Closed  Basin  Project  produc- 
tion under  Priority  No.  2  from  the  Blanca  Habitat  Area  to 
the  Rio  Grande  as  a  flow  enhancement  mechanism,  if  that 
is  your  wish,  and  we  would  certainly  work  with  you  in  that 
endeavor. 

Response 

We  agree  and  have  withdrawn  any  recommendation  for  use 
of  Closed  Basin  Project  water  to  maintain  minimum  stream 
flows. 

We  appreciate  your  offer.  Since  our  position  is  that  existing 
stream  conditions  on  the  Rio  Grande  are  sufficient  for  wild 
and  scenic  river  designation,  we  see  no  need  to  transfer 
water  from  the  Blanca  WHA  at  this  time. 

Comments  1 07-23,1 28-4&5,  and  145-7 

It  completely  disregards  your  agencies  obligation  to  acquire 
water  rights  for  those  wetlands  under  Colorado  state  law,  to 
obtain  replacement  water  for  injury  caused  by  these  new 
depletions,  and  to  identify  the  mechanism  for  accomplish- 
ing that  replacement. 

Response 

We  are  fully  involved  with  the  water  court,  the  Colorado 
State  Engineer,  and  local  water  users  in  order  to  obtain 
water  rights  for  the  Blanca  Wildlife  Habitat  Area.  Develop- 
ment of  the  Emperius  tract  will  have  to  wait  until  water 
rights  accruing  to  that  tract  are  evaluated,  and  needed 
changes  for  beneficial  use  are  approved  by  the  court. 

Comments  114-7  and  153-2 

While  your  RMP  does  not  call  for  major  water  develop- 
ments, we  want  you  to  be  aware  that  major  changes  in  the 
water  table  could  have  a  drastic  effect  on  the  dunes,  both 
inside  the  national  monument  and  those  dune  areas  outside 
the  Monument  on  BLM  lands. 

Response 

We  are  aware  that  some  studies  are  being  done  to  examine 
the  effect  of  lowered  water  tables  on  the  dunes.  BLM  has 
no  plans,  however,  that  would  change  the  water  table  in  the 
valley. 
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Comment  128-1 

We  note,  with  interest  and  some  concern,  portions  of  the 
draft  RMP/EIS  that  would  directly  conflict  with  existing 
water  resource  practice  dictated  by  state  and  federal  legis- 
lation. Specifically,  the  following  comments  are  offered  for 
your  consideration.  1.  Page  3-3  contains  the  following  lan- 
guage, "Legal  rights  would  be  acquired  to  use  water  in 
support  of  BLM  programs.  ."  We  assume  the  water  court 
process  will  be  followed. 

Response 

This  assumption  is  correct. 

Comment  146-2 

We  must  consider  the  "dewatering"  of  the  Rio  Grande  per 
operation  of  the  Rio  Grande  Compact  since  1986  a  most 
serious  national  concern. 

Response 

BLM  has  no  role  in  the  operation  of  the  Rio  Grande  Com- 
pact. Your  concern  should  be  brought  before  various  Rio 
Grande  water  users  groups,  Colorado  State  Engineer,  water 
conservancy  boards,  and  Bureau  of  Reclamation  (Closed 
Basin  Project). 

Comment  H18-5 

You  need  to  address  within  your  document  how  you  intend 
to  interface  with  your  fellow  agency,  the  Department  of 
Interior,  that  controls  the  source  of  water  coming  through 
Alamosa  into  the  rest  of  the  river  reach. 

Response 

BLM  has  had  a  very  productive  and  sound  working  relation- 
ship with  both  of  our  fellow  Department  of  Interior  agencies 
within  the  San  Luis  Valley  (Bureau  Of  Reclamation  and  U.S. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service).  The  water  involved  in  the  Closed 
Basin  Project  is  owned  and  controlled  by  the  water  users 
within  the  basin.  The  BOR  acts  as  an  operative  agent  in 
moving  water  within  the  scope  of  the  project.  The  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
have  some  of  the  16,000  +  adjudicated  or  decreed  water 
rights  within  the  San  Luis  Valley.  Based  on  the  decisions 
within  this  plan,  this  working  relationship  with  the  other 
Federal  agencies  and  the  other  water  users  within  the  valley 
will  continue. 


Public  Comments 
MINERALS  MANAGEMENT 

Comments  4-1,5-1,7-2,9-2,12-2,13-2,19-2, 
20-2,22-1 ,23-2,24-1 ,29-3,30-2,31  -1 ,32-1 , 
42-4,43-3,44-2,45-1 ,47-1 ,48-1 ,52-1 ,56-1 , 
58-2,59-3,67-4,70-2,72-2,74-1 ,75-2,76-1 , 
77-2,78-2,79-2,81  -1 ,83-2,84-2,85-2,86-2, 
87-1 ,89-1 ,91  -28,94-2,96-2,98-2,99-2,1 00-2, 
1 01  -1 ,1 25-1  ,H24-1  ,H26-2,H27-1  ,H28-1  ,H30-1 , 
H32-1,H33-2,H34-2,  and  H34-3 

I  would  like  to  insist  the  BLM  prohibit  any  and  all  mineral 
leasing,  mineral  entry,  and  off-road  vehicles  (ORV)  use 
within  the  ACECs. 

Response 

An  area  of  critical  environmental  concern  (ACEC)  is  a  land 
use  designation  established  for  the  purpose  of  providing 
management  emphasis  to  special  resource  values  within 
specific  areas  of  the  planning  unit.  The  management  objec- 
tives for  such  areas  are  developed  through  the  planning 
process  and  further  quantified  through  the  preparation  of 
a  coordinated  resource  management  activity  plan 
(CRMAP).  The  designation  of  an  area  as  an  ACEC  is  not 
intended  to  create  a  defacto  withdrawal  or  wilderness  area. 

It  is  not  BLM  policy  to  prohibit  or  unnecessarily  restrict  one 
resource  or  use  to  meet  other  resource  objectives.  The 
analysis  of  mineral  activities  within  the  planning  area  and 
specifically  within  the  ACECs  did  not  identify  the  need  to 
prohibit  mineral  development,  but  rather  a  need  to  mitigate 
certain  actions  on  a  resource-specific  basis  such  as  imposi- 
tion of  leasing  stipulations  or  mine  plan  approval  require- 
ments. The  imposition  of  these  requirements  is  based  on  the 
need  to  mitigate  anticipated  impacts  to  specific  resource 
values.  These  requirements  are  not  imposed  simply  because 
an  area  is  designated  as  an  ACEC. 

Comment  10-1 

The  RMP/EIS  is  comprehensive,  well  organized,  and 
minerals  are  adequately  discussed.  However,  a  few  sugges- 
tions may  be  helpful.  Geothermal  springs  and  wells  (table 
2-6,  p.  2-12)  and  2,242  acres  geothermal  lease  (p.  2-9)  should 
be  shown  on  leasable  minerals-geothermal  map  2- 3b.  Min- 
ing districts  and  mineralized  areas  (table  2-7,  p.  2-12)  should 
be  shown  on  locatable  minerals  map  2-4  since 
township/range  locators  are  not  shown. 

Response 

The  recommended  inclusion  of  geothermal  wells/springs 
and  mining  districts/  mineralized  areas  on  the  appropriate 
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maps  has  been  completed.  It  is  our  opinion,  however,  that 
the  presentation  of  geothermal  and/or  oil  and  gas  leases  and 
mining  claims  within  the  draft  RMP  would  serve  no  long- 
range  resource  purpose  because  of  the  potential  for  rapid 
change  in  these  instruments.  The  presentation  of  resource 
potential,  however,  identifies  areas  of  probability  for  the 
presence  or  absence  of  leases  and/or  mining  claims  over  the 
long  term. 

Comments  91-1  and  H-26-1 

The  plan  did  not  do  an  adequate  job  of  analyzing  what 
cumulative  impacts  could  occur  within  the  resource  area. 
There  needs  to  be  more  analysis  of  potential  development 
in  areas,  regarding  the  cumulative  impacts  of  oil  and  gas 
leases. 

Response 

The  cumulative  impacts  of  fluid  minerals  operations  in 
relation  to  the  reasonably  foreseeable  development  for  this 
area  are  adequately  addressed  within  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
and  are  supported  by  a  more  comprehensive  analysis  within 
the  San  Luis  Oil  and  Gas/Geothermal  Technical  Report.  As 
stated  on  page  1-10  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS,  this  Technical 
Report  is  available  for  public  review. 

Comment  91-2 

Perennial  streams,  lakes  and  riparian  areas  should  also  be 
protected  from  mineral  leasing  and  development.  Although 
page  4-28  states: 

As  a  matter  of  policy,  fluid  mineral  operations  could  not  be 
allowed  within  the  3,230  acres  of  riparian  resources  unless 
such  activity  could  be  fully  mitigated  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  authorized  officer. 

This  is  insufficient.  Since  a  lease  is  a  legally  binding  contract, 
this  restriction  must  be  put  on  the  lease,  or  an  operator  can 
challenge  the  validity  of  such  a  policy.  Riparian  and  aquatic 
areas  should  be  closed  to  oil  and  gas  development.  If  an 
operator  desires  to  drill  in  a  riparian  or  aquatic  area  then  a 
plan  amendment  with  full  NEPA  documentation  should  be 
prepared  rather  than  allowing  the  authorized  officer  to 
approve  such  an  action  with  no  NEPA  compliance. 

Response 

The  use  of  a  policy  to  exclude  fluid  mineral  operations 
within  riparian  areas,  which  by  definition  includes  per- 
manent waters,  is  enforceable  and  in  our  opinion  more  than 
adequate  for  the  protection  of  these  resources  within  the 
San  Luis  Planning  Area.  Riparian  areas  and  perennial 
streams  shall  be  avoided  by  moving  the  operation.  The  lease 
itself,  as  identified  in  Section  6,  and  the  regulations  under 


43  CFR  3101.1-2  provide  more  than  sufficient  justification 
and  authority  to  invoke  the  identified  policy.  NEPA  analysis 
will  be  required  to  determine  mitigation  requirements. 

Comment  91-5 

The  model  stipulations  located  in  Appendix  B  have  some 
disturbing  aspects.  These  stipulations  may  be  waived  by  the 
authorized  officer,  but  the  plan  waiver  clause  never  men- 
tions the  need  for  NEPA  compliance  or  public  notification 
for  input  regarding  stipulation  waivers.  An  oil  and  gas 
operator  should  be  made  aware  in  the  lease  that  waivers  can 
only  occur  with  public  input  and  environmental  analysis, 
and  that  a  waiver  is  not  left  solely  to  the  discretion  of  the 
authorized  officer. 

Response 

The  Federal  Onshore  Oil  and  Gas  Leasing  Reform  Act  of 
1987  provides  that  no  oil  and  gas  operations  may  be  ap- 
proved by  the  authorized  officer  without  providing  a  mini- 
mum of  30  days  notification  to  the  public  and  the  completion 
of  necessary  analysis  for  the  proposal.  It  further  requires 
that  any  substantial  modification  of  lease  terms  shall  neces- 
sitate the  posting  of  such  modifications  for  a  period  of  not 
less  than  30  days  prior  to  approving  the  operations  under 
such  modification.  Because  these  notification  and  analysis 
requirements  are  mandated  by  law,  we  believe  it  unneces- 
sary to  restate  them  within  the  leasing  stipulations,  now  in 
Appendix  C. 

Comment  91-7 

The  BLM  fails  to  make  any  determination  on  whether  lands 
are  suitable  for  oil  and  gas  leasing.  All  lands  that  are  legally 
available  for  leasing  are  open  to  leasing.  Many  of  these  lands 
are  not  suitable  for  oil  and  gas  development  and  thus  should 
not  be  leased. 

Response 

The  suitability  or  unsuitability  of  public  lands  for  fluid 
mineral  leasing  was  one  of  the  principal  issues  identified  for 
analysis  by  the  SLRMP.  We  are  confident  we  met  this 
responsibility  through  the  analysis  we  conducted  and,  based 
on  this  analysis,  it  was  determined  that  no  discretionary 
closures  to  fluid  leasing  were  necessary. 

Comment  91-8 

BLM  has  also  left  many  sensitive  areas  opened  to  mineral 
entry  and  sale.  None  of  the  characteristics  that  the  BLM  is 
trying  to  protect  in  the  ACECs  are  either  compatible  with 
mineral  entry  or  sale.  Why  then  has  the  BLM  left  many  of 
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tb  ese  areas  open  to  the  possible  development  of  a  hardrock 
or  aggregate  rock  mines? 

Response 

The  Bureau  is  mandated  by  law  to  manage  BLM-ad- 
ministered  lands  under  a  multiple  use  mission,  which 
provides  for  mineral  uses  identified  above.  These  uses  will 
comply  with  ACEC  management  objectives  to  the  extent 
provided  by  the  regulations  and  direction  identified  in  the 
RMP.  Implementation  of  locatable  mineral  activities  can 
only  be  conducted  after  submission  and  approval  of  a  plan 
of  operations  including  bonding  under  the  3809  regulations. 
The  Bureau  believes  this  will  ensure  the  protection  of  the 
special  resources  within  these  areas. 

Comment  91-10 

The  most  any  alternative  looks  at  closing  to  mineral  entry  is 
a  scant  3%  of  the  Resource  Area.  Alternatives  vary  from  1% 
to  3%,  or  in  other  words,  basically  no  difference.  With 
regards  to  mineral  disposal,  the  most  any  alternative  closes 
is  just  16%  of  the  Resource  Area  under  the  Natural 
Resource  Enhancement  Alternative.  Alternatives  vary  from 
1%  to  16%.  Once  again  the  difference  in  alternatives  is 
negligible. 

Response 

The  alternatives  addressed  a  variety  of  closures  to  mineral 
entry  and  mineral  material  disposal  based  on  the  necessity 
of  such  actions  to  protect  different  resource  values.  The 
necessity  for  a  complete  prohibition  of  these  activities  was 
only  identified  within  the  various  ranges  you  indicate 
primarily  because  of  the  numerous  requirements  imposed 
on  these  activities  by  Federal,  state,  and  local  governments 
and,  in  the  case  of  mineral  materials,  our  discretionary 
authority  whether  or  not  to  make  mineral  materials  avail- 
able. 

Comment  91-27 

The  Blanca  ACEC  contains  significant  wetland  resources. 
The  area  is  heavily  used  by  waterfowl  as  well  as  recreational 
users.  The  BLM,  however,  has  only  placed  seasonal  restric- 
tions on  oil  and  gas  development  and  leaves  the  area  opened 
to  mineral  sales.  These  uses  are  not  compatible  with  the 
protection  of  the  outstanding  wildlife  habitat  found  in  this 
area. 


Response 

The  Bureau  is  mandated  by  law  to  administer  the  public 
lands  under  a  multiple  use  mission,  which  was  our  objective 
in  identifying  leasing  and  mineral  material  mitigation  in  this 
area.  The  use  of  a  timing  limitation  stipulation  for  waterfowl 
nesting  was  identified  as  being  adequate  for  the  protection 
of  this  resource  value.  The  standard  operating  procedures 
for  fluid  mineral  operations  will  provide  for  limiting  impacts 
to  recreational  uses  by  use  of  screening  and  noise  reduction 
techniques  if  necessary.  The  use  of  any  mineral  material 
resources  will  be  conducted  in  conformance  with  the 
management  objective  for  the  ACEC  and  can,  if  managed 
correctly,  be  a  source  for  additional  ponds  within  the  area. 

Comment  91-29 

The  Trickle  Mountain  ACEC  is  one  of  the  most  outstanding 
wildlife  areas  in  the  entire  state.  Trickle  Mountain  is  home 
to  Colorado's  four  major  big  game  species.  The  BLM  will 
permit  oil  and  gas  development  in  this  area  with  only 
seasonal  restrictions,  mineral  entry,  and  mineral  sales. 

Response 

The  Bureau  is  mandated  by  law  to  manage  BLM-ad- 
ministered  lands  under  a  multiple  use  mission,  which  was 
our  objective  in  establishing  leasing,  and  mining  limitations 
within  this  ACEC.  The  mitigative  measures  for  protection 
of  wildlife  from  fluid  operations  include  an  NSO  for  bighorn 
sheep  lambing  areas  and  a  timing  limitation  for  big  game 
winter  range.  Utilization  of  mineral  materials  is  a  discre- 
tionary action  and  will  only  be  accomplished  in  accordance 
with  the  management  objectives  of  the  ACEC.  Implemen- 
tation of  locatable  mineral  activities  can  only  be  conducted 
after  submission  and  approval  of  a  plan  of  operations  in- 
cluding bonding  under  the  3809  regulations.  Our  analysis  as 
indicated  in  the  draft  RMP  concluded  that  the  use  of  these 
mitigative  measures  will  provide  reasonable  and  imple- 
mentable  objectives  for  the  wildlife  resources  as  well  as 
ensure  the  multiple  use  nature  of  the  area. 

Chapters  3  and  4  of  the  draft  RMP  describe  the  mitigation 
of  these  activities  that  will  ensure  the  outstanding  wildlife 
values  attributed  to  this  area  will  continue  at  a  level  com- 
patible with  the  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  strategic  plan 
for  this  area. 

Comment  91-30 

The  Cumbres  and  Toltec  Railroad  ACEC  has  been  desig- 
nated to  protect  the  viewshed  of  this  historic  railroad  cor- 
ridor. The  plan  leaves  this  area  open  to  mineral  leasing, 
mineral  entry,  and  utility  corridor  construction.  None  of 
these  activities  are  compatible  with  maintaining  the  histori- 
cal and  scenic  integrity  of  the  Cumbres  and  Toltec  Railroad 
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Corridor.  Mines,  oil  wells  and  powerlines  would  mar  the 
scenery  that  the  ACEC  is  trying  to  protect. 

Response 

Please  see  responses  to  91-8  and  Realty  and  Lands  com- 
ment 91-30  and  the  other  comments  with  similar  concerns. 
This  ACEC  is  open  to  mineral  entry  and  leasing  for  fluid 
minerals  with  a  no  surface  occupancy  stipulation.  It  is  ex- 
cluded from  major  utility  construction.  The  proposed  RMP 
requires  strict  adherence  to  visual  resource  objectives  for 
management  in  this  ACEC. 

Comment  123-3 

Second,  we  strongly  recommend  that  a  map  be  included  in 
the  final  planning  documents  and  Record  of  Decision  which 
displays  where  the  various  lease  stipulations  will  be  applied. 
We  are  aware  that  the  planning  documents  contain  maps 
showing  the  location  of  the  resources  found  in  the  San  Luis 
Resource  Area,  but  it  is  not  clearly  indicated  where  stipula- 
tions will  be  utilized.  Such  information  is  extremely  useful 
to  companies  when  they  are  considering  future  activities  in 
the  area.  Members  of  the  public  would  undoubtedly  also 
find  this  information  useful,  and  it  would  likely  help  reduce 
the  public's  confusion  when  activities  are  proposed  on  a 
lease  in  the  future.  A  page-sized  map  would  serve  the 
purpose  of  disclosing  this  important  information. 

Response 

The  map  requested  is  currently  within  the  draft  RMP  on 
page  3-29.  In  order  to  make  this  map  more  readily  accessible 
to  members  of  the  public,  a  larger  full  color  map  has  been 
placed  in  the  map  envelope  in  the  back  of  this  document. 
Please  bear  in  mind  that  the  map  only  represents  current 
information,  which  will  change,  and  is  not  a  reliable  source 
of  locations  for  applicable  stipulations. 

PALEONTOLOGICAL  RESOURCES 


Comments  91-14,145-3,  and  H26-8 

Some  support  and  some  opposition  to  the  proposal  to  es- 
tablish a  public  education/interpretive  area  at  the  Clayton 
Cone  site  were  expressed  during  the  review  of  the  draft 
RMP/EIS. 

Response 

Some  interest  in  the  Clayton  Cone  site  was  expressed  by 
educational  institutions  and  other  interest  groups.  A  site- 
specific  cultural  resource  management  plan  (CRMP)  will 
be  prepared  for  the  site  prior  to  opening  the  site  to  these 


institutions  and  groups.  This  activity  plan  will  determine  the 
specific  prescriptions  for  interpretive  collection,  site 
management,  etc.  Please  keep  in  mind  that  at  the  present 
time,  nonvertebrate  fossils  are  not  afforded  protection 
under  specific  regulations.  Negotiated  rule  making  is  cur- 
rently underway,  which  will  provide  guidelines  for  the  dis- 
position and  protection  of  all  fossil  resources  managed  by 
BLM.  Of  course,  no  resources  may  be  impacted  without  a 
complete  assessment  of  effect. 

VEGETATION 

Comments  15-8  and  H19-1 

BLANCA  CHAINING  REHABILITATION:  I  have 
studied  both  the  North  and  South  Chained  Areas  and 
recommend  that  no  action  be  taken  in  either  of  these  two 
tracts.  Pinyons  are  re-establishing  themselves  naturally, 
especially  on  the  North  Chaining,  and  the  scars  from  these 
operations  probably  will  not  be  obvious  in  another  20  years. 
It  would  be  a  waste  of  time,  effort,  and  money  to  do 
rehabilitation  work  there. 

Response 

Pinon  pine  re-establishment  rates  in  chained  areas  are  vari- 
able, depending  on  such  things  as  grazing  impacts  by  live- 
stock and  wildlife,  and  site  productivity  characteristics.  It 
takes  from  75  to  200  years  for  mature  pinon-juniper  stands 
to  develop,  and  300  years  plus  for  climax  communities  to 
evolve. 

At  present  the  crown  canopy  closures  are  from  0  to  10 
percent;  however,  over  several  decades  40  to  70  percent  may 
occur,  as  is  present  in  the  adjacent  stands. 

The  color  and  texture  appearance  of  the  chained  areas  will 
improve  or  soften  gradually  with  time,  but  the  lines  and  form 
will  be  visible  for  at  least  75  to  100  years  because  of  the  slow 
growth  rates  of  pinon.  The  planned  rehabilitation,  there- 
fore, will  be  accomplished. 

Rehab  will  be  done  in  conjunction  with  timber  and  firewood 
harvest  sales,  which  will  provide  benefits  of  fuelwood  and 
Christmas  trees  for  local  residents. 

RIPARIAN  RESOURCES  MANAGE- 
MENT 

Comments  14-3,H24-2,  and  H25-3 

No  increase  in  livestock  on  these  BLM  lands  should  be 
planned  until  protection  and  repair  of  delicate  riparian 
communities  is  thoroughly  planned  and  implemented  and 
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proven.  I  commend  your  plans  for  range  improvement,  and 
suggest  that  additional  forage  be  granted  to  wildlife  until 
damaged  riparian  regions  have  been  fully  repaired. 

Response 

Approximately  70  percent  of  the  riparian  areas  associated 
with  perennial  streams  on  BLM  land  in  the  San  Luis 
Resource  Area  are  in  good  to  excellent  condition.  Most  of 
these  streams  are  within  allotment  management  plans  and 
are  currently  grazed  by  livestock.  Of  the  30  percent  in  poor 
to  fair  condition,  about  70  to  75  percent  is  located  on  the 
Rio  Grande  River.  BLM  administers  approximately  21 
miles  of  river  bank  on  both  sides  of  the  river  up  to  the 
high-water  line.  The  east  side  above  the  high-water  line  is 
private  and  cattle  graze  year-long.  Since  there  is  no  fence 
on  the  east  side,  cattle  frequently  move  across  the  river  and 
graze  the  BLM  riparian  zone.  We  are  now  in  the  process  of 
controlling  livestock  use  on  the  river  and  have  negotiated  an 
agreement  to  allow  us  to  fence  a  portion  of  the  east  side. 

The  other  areas  in  poor  or  fair  condition,  such  as  Ford 
Creek,  Fisher  Creek,  Raspberry  Creek,  and  La  Garita 
Creek,  are  currently  being  managed  to  improve  the  riparian 
condition  by  using  different  grazing  strategies  combined 
with  management  tools,  including  rest.  The  solution  is  not 
to  fence  out  riparian  zones,  but  control  the  time  that  these 
areas  are  exposed  to  livestock. 

Regarding  granting  additional  forage  to  wildlife,  it  must  be 
assumed  that  this  forage  will  be  grazed.  Whether  it  is  grazed 
by  wildlife  or  livestock,  the  effects  will  be  the  same.  As 
mentioned  above,  timing  (both  season  of  use  and  length  of 
grazing  period)  is  the  critical  factor,  and  we  have  much  more 
capability  to  control  the  timing  of  livestock  than  wildlife.  We 
are  using  rest,  however,  as  a  management  tool  and  have  seen 
some  great  improvement. 

Comments  40-2 

I  am  concerned  about  grazing  impacts  on  riparian  and 
wildlife  and  the  BLM's  proposed  increase  in  AUMs.  Before 
AUMs  are  increased,  I  would  like  to  see  the  quality  of 
management  increased,  in  particular  in  regards  to  riparian 
areas.  Recent  developments  in  non-point  source  regula- 
tions of  the  Clean  Water  Act  make  it  more  important  that 
BLM  examine  its  allotment  management  plans  to  prevent 
grazing  season-long  occupation  of  riparian  zones  by  live- 
stock. The  BLM  should  examine  the  BLM's  fencing  and 
seasonal  use  practices  used  by  the  Agency  in  Oregon  (vs. 
Earl  McKinney),  for  use  in  the  RA. 

Response 

Approximately  70  percent  of  the  riparian  areas  associated 
with  perennial  streams  on  BLM  land  in  the  San  Luis 


Resource  Area  is  in  good  to  excellent  condition.  Most  of 
these  streams  are  within  allotment  management  plans  and 
are  currently  grazed  by  livestock.  Of  the  30  percent  in  poor 
to  fair  condition,  about  70  to  75  percent  is  located  on  the 
Rio  Grande  River.  BLM  administers  approximately  21 
miles  of  river  bank  on  both  sides  of  the  river  up  to  the 
high-water  line.  The  east  side  above  the  high-water  line  is 
private  and  cattle  graze  year-long.  Since  there  is  no  fence 
on  the  east  side,  cattle  frequently  move  across  the  river  and 
graze  the  BLM  riparian  zone.  We  are  now  in  the  process  of 
controlling  livestock  use  on  the  river  and  have  negotiated  an 
agreement  to  allow  us  to  fence  a  portion  of  the  east  side. 

The  other  areas  in  poor  or  fair  condition,  such  as  Ford 
Creek,  Fisher  Creek,  Raspberry  Creek,  and  La  Garita 
Creek  are  currently  being  managed  to  improve  the  riparian 
condition  by  using  different  grazing  strategies  combined 
with  management  tool  ,  including  rest.  The  solution  is  not 
to  fence  out  riparian  zones  (unless  no  other  management 
opportunity  is  possible)  but  control  the  time  that  these  areas 
are  exposed  to  livestock.  We  recognize  that  season-long 
grazing  is  detrimental  to  riparian  zones  and  have  eliminated 
this  grazing  practice  on  all  but  a  short  segment  of  two 
streams. 

Comment  91-15 

Our  one  concern  regarding  riparian  management  is  the 
1,413  acres  of  lands  identified  in  the  plan  with  potential 
riparian  habitat.  If  these  lands  are  found  to  either  possess 
riparian  vegetation  or  have  the  potential  to  become  riparian 
areas,  what  will  the  agency  do  with  these  areas?  The  plan 
does  not  say.  The  Final  RMP/EIS  should  address  this  issue. 

Response 

Thank  you  for  bringing  this  matter  to  our  attention.  If  these 
areas  have  riparian  values,  they  will  be  managed  similarly  to 
those  riparian  zones  that  are  already  known.  Tools  to  be 
used  may  include  rest  from  grazing,  fencing,  instream  struc- 
tures, other  changes  in  livestock  management,  etc.  Objec- 
tives for  these  areas  will  also  be  included  in  existing  and 
future  management  plans.  This  information  has  been  incor- 
porated into  the  riparian  sections  throughout  the  proposed 
RMP/final  EIS. 

Comments  91-20&21  and  125-3 

The  BLM  should  examine  methods  of  excluding  livestock 
from  riparian  areas  as  well  as  state  that  any  increases  in  the 
number  of  livestock  cannot  be  to  the  detriment  of  wildlife. 

Response 

BLM  has  excluded  livestock  from  several  riparian  areas  on 
a  temporary  basis  (e.g.,  La  Garita  Creek,  Blanca  Wildlife 
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Habitat  Area,  Ford  Creek,  La  Jara  Creek).  Other  areas  are 
excluded  because  of  inaccessibility;  however,  exclusion 
from  livestock  grazing  is  just  one  of  the  tools  we  have 
available.  Other  methods  include  fencing  (temporary  or 
permanent),  herding,  and  changing  season  of  use  and/or 
length  of  grazing  period.  Approximately  70  percent  of  our 
perennial  riparian  areas  are  rated  in  good  to  excellent 
condition  with  a  stable  or  upward  trend  (see  page  2-19  of 
the  draft  RMP).  Most  of  the  areas  in  poor  or  fair  condition 
are  currently  being  managed  to  improve  riparian  habitat. 
Enhancement  and  protection  of  7  miles  of  riparian  habitat 
along  the  Rio  Grande  River  are  complicated  by  many  fac- 
tors, but  tentative  management  actions  to  protect  and  en- 
hance this  have  been  developed. 

Any  increased  forage  production  allocated  to  livestock  on 
a  sustained  permanent  basis  will  be  allowed  only  after 
monitoring  studies  show  this  could  be  allowed  without  af- 
fecting the  existing  uses  and  long-term  ecological  base. 
Nonlivestock  uses  and  needs  such  as  wildlife,  riparian, 
watershed,  soil,  etc.,  will  receive  60  percent  of  any  increased 
forage  production  first,  if  needed,  and  livestock  would  only 
receive  40  percent  of  the  increase. 

Comment  132-2 

This  alternative  provides  insufficient  riparian  protection. 
Riparian  protection  is  needed  for  the  entire  41  mile  segment 
of  the  river. 

Response 


the  Rio  Grande  River,  San  Luis  Creek,  and  several  streams 
on  the  west-facing  slope  of  the  Sangre  de  Cristo  range. 
Cattle  have  been  excluded  on  a  temporary  basis  from  some 
of  these  areas,  which  is  a  valuable  management  tool.  Ex- 
clusion of  livestock,  however,  is  just  one  of  the  tools  avail- 
able (e.g.,  salting  practices,  alternate  water  sources, 
herding,  and  controlling  length  of  grazing  period  and  season 
of  use)  to  improve  riparian  condition.  Approximately  70 
percent  of  our  perennial  riparian  is  in  good  to  excellent 
condition  under  current  grazing  practices;  a  substantial 
improvement  in  the  last  10  to  15  years. 

Comment  145-4 

We  strongly  support  the  proposals  for  riparian  protection 
and  enhancement  of  damaged  areas.  We  recognize  the 
importance  of  riparian  zones  and  wetlands  to  water  quality, 
quantity  and  flood  control. 

Response 

Thank  you  for  supporting  our  management  of  riparian 
areas.  New  management  strategies  are  currently  in  place  on 
several  streams,  including  La  Garita  Creek,  Ford  Creek,  the 
Rio  Grande  River,  and  several  streams  on  the  west-facing 
slope  of  the  Sangre  de  Cristo  range.  Currently,  about  70 
percent  of  our  perennial  riparian  is  in  good  to  excellent 
condition,  and  this  will  improve  as  rehabilitation  efforts 
succeed.  We  have  had  to  rely  heavily  on  volunteer  groups  to 
accomplish  this  work,  and  your  support  will  certainly  help 
us  in  this  endeavor. 


Although  it  would  be  ideal  to  protect  this  entire  segment  of 
the  river,  BLM  administers  only  two  very  small  tracts  in  the 
stretch  from  Lasauses  to  the  Alamosa  Wildlife  Refuge.  That 
area  from  Lasauses  south  to  the  New  Mexico  State  line  is  to 
be  managed  to  protect  and  enhance  the  riparian  resource. 
BLM  administers  property  up  to  the  high- water  line  on  both 
sides  of  the  river.  Because  of  private  ownership  on  the  east 
bank  above  the  high-water  line,  this  would  be  a  tremendous 
effort  that  would  take  years  to  complete.  Attention  should 
first  be  focused  on  that  portion  that  has  better  management 
potential  and  then  consider  the  possibility  of  continuing 
upstream. 

Comment  138-4 

Riparian  values  should  be  improved  by  more  intensive 
management  of  grazing,  including  exclusion  of  cattle  from 
the  riparian  zone  and  creation  of  alternative  water  source. 

Response 

Livestock  grazing  is  currently  managed  more  intensively  on 
allotments  where  riparian  areas  are  in  poor  or  fair  condi- 
tion. Examples  of  this  include  La  Garita  Creek,  Ford  Creek, 


Comments  152-19&23 

The  Colorado  Natural  Areas  Program  supports  special 
protection  and  enhancement  measures  for  riparian  areas. 
Emphasis  should  be  placed  on  maintaining  and  enhancing 
native  riparian  species.  Consideration  of  sensitive  species 
(e.g.,  Cleome  multicaulis)  should  accompany  any  plans  to 
increase  waterfowl  production. 

Response 

Thank  you  for  supporting  our  management  of  riparian 
areas.  We  are  currently  trying  new  management  strategies 
on  several  streams,  including  La  Garita  Creek,  Ford  Creek, 
the  Rio  Grande  River,  and  several  streams  on  the  west- 
facing  slope  of  the  Sangre  de  Cristo  range.  These  strategies 
emphasize  management  towards  species  diversity  and  com- 
plexity rather  than  managing  for  individual  species.  Al- 
though individual  species  are  important,  a  complex  plant, 
animal,  and  insect  population  is  a  better  measure  of  overall 
health  of  a  management  area.  Presently,  about  70  percent 
of  our  perennial  riparian  is  in  good  to  excellent  condition, 
and  the  percentage  will  increase  as  rehabilitation  efforts 
continue. 
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Some  nonnative  grass  and  forb  species  may  be  used  tem- 
porarily to  establish  ground  cover  on  eroded  banks.  Long- 
term  goals  include  a  natural  return  to  native  vegetation. 

Comments  H26-4  and  H29-2 

Riparian  areas  need  to  be  excluded  from  leasing  as  well  as 
perennial  streams.  If  there's  municipal  watersheds  or  criti- 
cal watersheds  located  in  the  resource  area,  we  would  like 
to  see  those  removed  from  the  lands  available  for  leasing. 

Response 

Our  most  critical  riparian  area  is  the  Rio  Grande  River 
Corridor,  which  has  a  no  surface  occupancy  stipulation. 
There  will  be  seasonal  restrictions  on  most  other  riparian 
areas  (December  15  to  March  31).  In  all  riparian  areas, 
surface  use  standards  will  allow  BLM  resource  managers  to 
ensure  that  operations  will  not  cause  pollution  to  or  change 
the  character  of  riparian  resources. 

Regarding  mineral  material  sales,  there  will  be  no  activity  in 
riparian  areas.  Approximately  1,300  acres  will  be  closed  to 
mineral  entry  for  locatable  minerals  because  of  protective 
measures  for  other  resources  (e.g.,  WSAs,  Blanca  WHA, 
Rio  Grande  River  Corridor,  including  the  wild  and  scenic 
portion,  etc.)  BLM  managers,  however,  do  have  the 
authority  to  restrict  development  in  these  areas  if  undue  and 
unnecessary  damage  will  occur. 

Comment  H26-7 

. . .  there  will  be  an  inventory  of  an  additional  1,413  acres  of 
riparian  or  of  potential  riparian  lands.  If  these  lands  are 
determined  to  qualify  as  riparian,  we  think  that  there  needs 
to  be  provisions  in  how  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
plans  on  improving  these  areas  also. 


73-2,75-3,77-3,78-3,86-3,88-2,94-3,1 01  -3, 
82-2,85-3,H21  -1  ,H26-1 1  ,H28-2,H32-3,  H33-3, 
H34-4 

I'm  concerned  also  with  stipulations  to  increase  grazing  on 
BLM  lands  in  this  region.  I  would,  quite  frankly,  prefer  to 
see  the  additional  forage  left  for  wildlife. 

Response 

The  Preferred  Alternative  specifies  that  60  percent  of  any 
increased  forage  production  will  go  to  wildlife,  riparian, 
watershed,  soils,  etc.  (nonlivestock  uses)  if  needed  to  sup- 
port these  uses  and  to  ensure  a  sound  permanent  ecological 
base  for  them.  This  will  satisfy  the  projected  needs  for 
wildlife  habitat  and  forage  identified  in  the  draft  RMR 

Range  improvements  benefit  both  livestock  and  wildlife; 
however,  livestock  operators  in  most  cases  contribute 
money  and  labor  towards  development  and  maintenance  of 
these  projects.  Range  improvements  in  most  cases  do  not 
create  increased  forage  production,  but  are  necessary  to 
implement  improved  grazing  management  and  designed  to 
improve  the  ecological  base,  range  condition,  other  uses, 
and  hopefully  forage  production.  Livestock  operators' 
production  costs  increase  whenever  more  intensive  grazing 
management  is  implemented;  therefore,  we  believe  that 
allocating  40  percent  of  the  expected  increased  forage 
production  is  an  incentive  for  the  operator  to  incur  these 
additional  expenses  and  cooperate  in  developing  improved 
grazing  management  practices.  Any  increased  forage 
production  allocated  to  livestock  on  a  sustained  permanent 
basis  will  only  be  allowed  after  monitoring  studies  show  that 
this  will  not  affect  the  existing  uses  and  long-term  ecological 
base. 

Comment  4-2 


Response 

The  BLM  will  manage  these  areas  under  the  same  condi- 
tions as  known,  inventoried  areas. 

LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  MANAGE- 
MENT 

Comments  2-2,5-3,7-3,8-2,9-5,12-3,13-3, 
1 8-3,1 9-3,20-3,22-3,23-3,28-2,29-4,30-3, 
31  -4,32-3,35-2,37-4,39-3,44-1 ,45-2,48-2, 
49-2,53-3,55-6,59-4,60-4,67-3,70-3,72-3, 


Grazing  and  range  improvements:  Range  improvement  is 
usually  a  euphemism  for  sagebrush  destruction.  Replace- 
ment of  sagebrush  with  some  more  palatable  grazing  is 
generally  a  temporary  measure,  creating  an  unstable  plant 
community  which  collapses  in  the  next  dry  year  because  it 
does  not  have  the  deep  roots  of  sagebrush.  It  also  generally 
costs  more  than  you  can  recoup  from  grazing  fees.  A 
rancher's  short-term  gain  from  more  grazing  on  public  lands 
is  not  in  the  land's  long-term  interest.  Leave  the  balance 
between  wildlife  and  livestock  as  it  is. 

Response 

At  the  present  time  we  have  no  specific  vegetative  manipula- 
tion project  planned.  It  is  stated,  however,  in  the  Preferred 
Alternative  that  this  tool  can  be  used  to  meet  management 
objectives.  This  probably  will  only  be  used  if  the  objective 
could  not  be  accomplished  using  other  methods  or  com- 
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pleted  within  the  prescribed  timeframe  without  vegetative 
manipulation. 

Any  proposed  vegetative  manipulation  projects  will  take 
into  account  the  existing  ecological  base  and  the  effects  on 
this  base,  the  effects  on  the  wildlife  habitat,  the  soil,  and 
expected  response  of  the  vegetation.  The  conversion  to  a 
desired  plant  community  in  a  given  area  could  be  beneficial 
to  wildlife  and  the  general  health  of  the  ecosystem  if  it  is 
designed  properly  and  not  done  on  a  large  scale. 

Comments  24-2&3,25-2,43-4,45-1 ,46-1 ,47-1 , 
50-1 ,52-1 ,56-2,58-2,61  -4,76-1 ,81  -1 ,  96-3, 
98-2, 102-3,106-3,144-3,  and  H24-2 

In  all  ACEC's,  limit  or  eliminate  livestock. 

Response 

We  are  directed  to  manage  the  BLM-administered  land  to 
allow  for  a  variety  of  legitimate  uses  (multiple  use)  and 
livestock  grazing  is  just  one  of  those  uses  authorized  by  the 
Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act .  We  will  continue 
to  manage  the  public  lands  under  this  concept  and  will 
monitor  to  ensure  that  there  is  a  balance  between  the  uses 
without  deteriorating  the  ecological  base  supporting  these 
uses.  No  use  will  be  eliminated  totally  for  the  exclusive  use 
of  another  unless  monitoring  shows  that  this  is  necessary. 

Comment  34-4 

My  only  suggestion  is  to  use  a  system  similar  to  Levels  of 
Acceptable  Change  to  maintain  the  range  in  an  excellent- 
good  condition,  this  is  usually  the  optimal  level  for  all  users. 

Response 

One  of  the  overall  objectives  of  the  RMP  is  to  manage  the 
BLM-administered  lands  to  attain  good  range  condition 
based  on  the  ecological  potential  of  the  site. 

Comment  91-17 

Intensive  grazing  management  often  involves  high  densities 
of  fencing,  water  tanks,  and  other  range  improvements.  It 
also  can  involve  the  frequent  rotation  of  cattle,  the  use  of 
fertilizers,  irrigation  or  planting  of  non-native  species  of 
grasses.  The  plan  fails  to  mention  which  of  these  techniques 
would  be  used  and  the  impacts  that  these  developments 
would  have  on  other  resources. 


Response 

Appendix  D,  "Livestock  Grazing  Management"  in  the  draft 
RMP/EIS  summarizes  the  types  of  grazing  management 
systems  and  treatments  that  are  being  used  or  would  be  used 
if  needed  to  meet  management  objectives.  It  also  lists  the 
types  of  range  improvements  that  are  being  used  or  would 
be  used  to  facilitate  implementation  of  intensive  grazing 
management  as  provided  in  an  activity  plan  such  as  an 
allotment  management  plan  (AMP)  or  coordinated 
resource  management  activity  plan  (CRMAP).  As  stated  in 
the  draft  RMP,  page  3-5,  under  "Livestock  Grazing  Manage- 
ment" grazing  management  will  be  based  on  the  1978  San 
Luis  Grazing  Environmental  Statement."  The  specific  graz- 
ing management  program  and  range  improvement  needs 
are  identified  in  the  AMPs  written  for  this  document.  A 
site-specific  environmental  assessment  will  be  completed  to 
analyze  the  effects  of  any  changes  made  in  the  existing 
AMPs  or  development  of  specific  grazing  programs  or 
range  improvements  in  new  AMPs  or  CRMPs.  Appendix  D 
has  been  revised  and  is  included  in  this  document. 

Comment  91-18 

Basically,  the  plan  needs  to  come  up  with  a  more  realistic 
livestock  management  scenario  for  the  life  of  this  plan.  With 
the  limits  of  federal  budgets,  the  more  or  less  steady  demand 
for  red  meat  and  the  adverse  impacts  associated  with  an 
intensive  grazing  infrastructure,  the  BLM  is  not  being  realis- 
tic in  its  projections. 

Response 

The  projected  increased  forage  production  is  an  estimate 
based  on  implementing  improved  grazing  management. 
The  assumption  in  this  plan  is  that  we  will  continue  to  get 
adequate  funding  to  implement  the  grazing  programs.  Any 
increased  forage  production  allocated  to  livestock  on  a 
sustained  permanent  basis  will  only  be  allowed  after 
monitoring  studies  show  that  this  could  be  allowed  without 
affecting  the  existing  uses  or  long-term  ecological  base. 

Comment  91-19 

Since  the  Final  San  Luis  Resource  Area  Grazing  Manage- 
ment EIS  came  out  in  the  late  1970's  how  much  of  the 
increase  predicted  has  been  realized? 

Response 

Preliminary  data  from  the  ecological  site  inventory  (ESI) 
work  completed  in  the  resource  area  shows  an  improvement 
in  the  range  condition.  We  have  only  compiled  part  of  the 
ESI  work  completed  but  believe  it  is  representative  of  the 
remaining  acres.  The  following  is  a  comparison  based  on 
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percentage  between  the  San  Luis  Resource  Area  Grazing 
Management  EIS  range  condition  and  the  present  data 
collected. 


Range  Condition 


Percent  EIS    Percent  ESI 
Data  Data 


Poor  Condition  (early  33 

serai) 

Fair  Condition  (mid  serai)  43 

Good  Condition  (late  14 

serai) 


26 

56 
18 


No  permanent  increases  have  been  allocated  to  livestock  at 
this  point,  but  results  of  improved  management  are  being 
realized  as  shown  in  the  above  figures.  Temporary  increases 
for  livestock  use  are  being  allowed  based  on  forage  condi- 
tion. Increases  will  only  be  continued  on  a  temporary  basis 
until  monitoring  studies  show  that  this  can  be  allowed  on  a 
long-term  basis  without  affecting  the  existing  other  uses  or 
the  ecological  base. 

Comment  145-5 

We  support  the  Preferred  Alternative.  A  major  benefit  to 
the  entire  RA  would  be  the  implementation  of  Holistic 
Resource  Management  practices  on  all  grazing  allotments 
where  feasible,  especially  common  allotments.  BLM  should 
develop  an  education  plan  to  speed  and  facilitate  the  tran- 
sition from  former  practices  to  holistic.  We  recognize  the 
growing  economic  value  of  both  non-consumptive  and  con- 
sumptive uses  of  wildlife  in  the  San  Luis  Valley. 

Response 

Your  comments  are  appreciated.  The  resource  area  has 
started  to  apply  holistic  resource  management  (HRM) 
programs  on  several  allotments.  We  have  developed  an 
HRM  program  with  a  group  of  permittees  in  a  common 
allotment.  We  coordinated  a  2-day  course  on  HRM  for  this 
group  of  permittees,  which  was  well  attended. 

WILDLIFE  AND  FISH  HABITAT  MANAGE- 
MENT 

Comment  39-4 

Your  management  is  critical  to  the  wildlife,  especially 
during  lambing,  fawning,  calving  periods.  Set  policies  about 
human  use  during  these  critical  periods  before  they  become 
a  problem. 


Response 

This  will  be  accomplished  through  the  specific  stipulations 
and  objectives  for  wildlife  resources  that  were  presented  in 
the  Preferred  Alternative  (i.e.,  birthing  areas)  as  well  as 
activity  plans  for  site-specific  areas. 

Comment  55-5 

The  AWDI  proposed  project  may  destroy  the  Blanca 
Wildlife  ACEC.  BLM  must  stop  the  AWDI! 

Response 

BLM  is  well  aware  that  American  Water  Development,  Inc. 
(AWDI)  proposal  could  severely  impact  the  Blanca  WHA. 
On  February  24,  1987,  on  behalf  of  the  BLM,  the  National 
Park  Service,  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and  the 
U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  the  U.S.  Department  of  Jus- 
tice entered  a  Statement  of  Opposition  to  the  Water  Court 
in  Water  Division  3. 

Comment  91-16 

The  RMP  should  also  separate  riverine  areas  from  its 
lacustrine  areas. 

Response 

Lakes  and  ponds  are  separately  discussed  in  the  wildlife 
section,  page  2-27,  and  in  Appendix  C  of  the  draft 
RMP/EIS. 

Comment  91-28 

The  Rio  Grande  Corridor  ACEC  was  designated  to  protect 
riparian  areas,  its  recreational  opportunities,  and  outstand- 
ing wildlife  habitat.  The  plan  permits  mineral  entry  in  the 
northern  portion  of  this  unit  from  Lobatos  Bridge  to 
Lasauses.  This  northern  portion  of  the  ACEC  is  also  left 
open  without  any  restrictions  to  ORV  use.  Mining  and  ORV 
use  are  not  compatible  with  the  outstanding  recreation  and 
wildlife  resources  found  in  the  northern  part  of  the  ACEC. 
Both  of  these  activities  could  severely  mar  the  scenic  and 
natural  integrity  of  this  area,  thus  adversely  effecting  wildlife 
and  recreation.  These  activities  could  also  affect  efforts  to 
restore  the  Rio  Grande's  riparian  areas  to  a  more  natural 
and  productive  conditions. 

Response 

ACEC  is  a  land  use  designation  to  "red  flag"  an  area  of  land 
with  special  values  that  need  specific  management  to  main- 
tain or  enhance  these  special  values.  It  is  not  a  closed  area, 
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nor  is  it  a  defacto  wilderness.  OHV  use  will  be  allowed  in 
some  areas  of  special  concern  and  not  in  others.  The  site- 
specific  CRMAP  will  determine  where,  if  any,  in  the  special 
area,  OHV  limitations  will  be  placed  to  protect  wildlife 
resources. 


wetland  habitat  primary  requirement  category.  This  habitat 
type  received  special  consideration  in  the  draft  RMP,  which 
will  benefit  nongame  animals  significantly.  Threatened  and 
endangered  species,  which  are  all  nongame,  are  also  ade- 
quately covered  in  the  plan. 


Comment  92-1 


Comment  105-2 


However,  I  do  think  that  the  March  31  ending  date  may 
potentially  impact  herds  during  some  winters.  Extending 
the  exclusion  dates  to  December  15  through  April  15  would 
help  prevent  problems  at  a  critical  time  period.  Protecting 
birthing  areas  will  benefit  those  species  identified  in  the 
plan. 

Response 

BLM  has  some  flexibility  under  various  leasing  guidelines 
to  extend  15  days  on  a  site-by-site  basis  if  conditions  war- 
rant. 

Comment  92-2 

I  noticed  that  this  draft  has  shied  away  from  discussing 
thermal  and  hiding  cover  in  regards  to  forested  lands.  I  hope 
this  does  not  reflect  management  intentions  concerning 
timber  harvest  and  planning.  Although  this  topic  is  a  hard 
one  to  get  a  handle  on,  it  none  the  less  is  very  important  to 
wildlife  populations  to  plan  in  order  to  ensure  adequate 
habitat  with  good  spatial  relationships.  We  would  en- 
courage the  BLM  to  attempt  to  provide  for  at  least  some 
minimum  cover  requirement  guidelines  to  be  developed  at 
some  future  time. 

Response 

Pages  3-31  and  4-32  of  the  draft  RMP  state  both  thermal 
and  cover  requirements  for  big  game  on  4,315  acres  of 
commercial  timber  areas  will  be  maintained.  Requirements 
would  be  determined  on  a  site-by-site  basis  with  input  from 
the  DOW. 

Comment  92-4 

Additionally,  there  is  little  specific  attention  for  nongame 
species  in  the  draft  plan.  The  BLM  has  very  important 
nongame  wildlife  resources  under  its  care  in  the  valley,  the 
above  being  just  one  of  the  standouts. 

Response 

Review  of  the  management  situation  analysis  (MSA)  by  the 
Division  of  Wildlife  did  not  indicate  an  issue  concerning 
nongame  management  on  BLM-administered  lands.  Most 
of  the  nongame  species  on  the  DOW  sensitive  list  are  in  the 


I  believe  that  wildlife  protection  and  the  goal  of  acquiring 
scenic  or  protective  easements  on  the  east  side  of  the  river 
should  be  included  in  the  Resource  Management  Plan. 

As  the  Resource  Management  Plan  shows,  excessive  and/or 
untimely  recreational  use  of  the  Upper  Rio  Grande  Box  has 
created  pressures  on  raptor  and  waterfowl  populations. 
Regulation  of  the  recreational  boating  season  is  necessary 
to  prevent  permanent  and  irreversible  damage  to  the 
wildlife  in  the  area. 

Response 

BLM  is  proposing  to  acquire  lands  or  interest  in  lands  (i.e., 
conservation  easements)  on  the  east  side  of  the  river.  This 
proposal  is  included  in  the  draft  RMP. 

The  BLM  study  team  believes  there  is  a  growing  need  for 
uniform  management  of  the  river  from  Lobatos  Bridge 
south  through  the  wild  and  scenic  river  segment  in  New 
Mexico.  Recent  wildlife  observations  indicate  there  is  in- 
creased disturbance  of  nesting  waterfowl  and  predatory 
birds.  It  is  becoming  very  apparent  that  more  intensive 
management  of  recreational  use  may  be  needed  to  solve 
these  problems.  A  specialized  team  will  be  doing  an  analysis 
in  1991,  which  should  help  us  in  future  management. 

Comment  107-22 

However,  you  provide  that  you  wish  to  develop  an  addition- 
al 1,805  acres  of  new  wetlands.  You  do  not  provide  the 
source  of  water  for  this  wetland  development  and  that 
becomes  the  critical  failing  in  your  plan.  The  record  should 
be  abundantly  clear  that  there  is  no  likelihood,  under  cur- 
rent circumstances,  that  you  can  obtain  additional  wells  for 
wetland  development  without  complete  augmentation  of 
the  impacts  of  those  wells. 

Response 

There  are  several  options  to  acquiring  water  rights  includ- 
ing but  not  limited  to  purchase,  trades,  or  development  and 
augmentations.  If  a  water  right  is  necessary  for  develop- 
ment, BLM  would  go  through  proper  procedures  with  the 
Colorado  State  Water  Court.  The  question  addressed  in  the 
plan  is  whether  or  not  these  historic  wetlands  should  be 
developed. 
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Comment  123-2 

First,  we  request  that  BLM  clarify  and  incorporate  in  the 
final  planning  documents  the  rationale  for  leasing  bighorn 
sheep  lambing  range  with  a  strict  no  surface  occupancy 
requirement.  It  would  seem  that  a  timing  limitation  would 
provide  adequate  protection  for  this  sensitive  resource 
without  having  to  resort  to  a  preclusion  of  all  activity  on  a 
year-round  basis.  There  may  also  be  other  types  of  mitiga- 
tion measures  available  which  would  suffice  to  safeguard 
the  lambing  range. 

Response 

The  existing  Oil  &  Gas  Umbrella  EA  #CO-050-SL-82-28 
describes  in  detail  the  assessment  of  impacts  from  oil  and 
gas  activities  on  bighorn  sheep  lambing  areas.  "It  appears 
that  these  small  areas  are  selected  or  based  on  topography 
(escape  cover,  exposure  and  the  association  of  nearby  feed- 
ing and  watering  areas)."  It  also  appears  that  the  availability 
or  the  number  of  sites  may  be  a  limiting  factor  on  the  Trickle 
Mountain  Area  as  with  most  other  bighorn  sheep  ranges. 
Bighorns  are  probably  the  most  sensitive  of  the  big  game 
animals  to  the  types  of  impacts  associated  with  oil  and  gas 
activities.  Any  of  these  impacts  on  critical  lambing  areas 
could  result  in  the  abandonment  of  the  area.  Also,  any 
topographic  rearrangement;  i.e.,  roads,  leveling  for  pads, 
production  development,  etc.,  could  result  in  decreased  use 
or  abandonment  of  the  lambing  area.  Appendix  C  (Fluid 
Minerals  Management)  in  this  document  clarifies  the  NSO 
stipulation. 

Comments  132-4,138-3,147-2,  and  148-2 

Studies  of  raptor  and  waterfowl  nesting  habitats  suggest  that 
recreational  floatboating  has  a  disastrous  effect  on  success- 
ful population  maintenance.  Continually  increasing  recrea- 
tion use  of  the  Taos  Gorge  below  the  Red  River  confluence 
has  served  to  push  both  raptor  and  wildfowl  populations 
north,  into  the  upper  Rio  Grande  Box  Canyon.  For  this 
reason,  it  is  of  paramount  importance  that  recreation  be 
intensively  managed  in  section  C. 

Response 

We  agree,  and  the  following  changes  in  the  draft  RMP  are 
included  in  Chapter  4  of  the  proposed  RMP/final  EIS: 

3-30  -  "Recreational  use  would  be  managed  to  maintain  and 
perpetuate  existing  values  in  Segments  B  and  C  of  the  Rio 
Grande  River  Corridor"  will  be  added  after  the  last  sentence 
in  the  last  paragraph. 

3-35  -  "...in  both  the  Rio  Grande  Corridor  and  the  Blanca 
SRMAs"  will  be  added  to  the  third  paragraph. 


Appendix  A  (Rio  Grande  River  Study  Report)  in  this  docu- 
ment addresses  regulation  of  recreational  use  in  Segment  C 
of  the  Rio  Grande  River  Corridor. 

Comment  144-5,H28-4 

I  also  would  like  to  suggest  that  an  additional  12.3  miles 
north  of  the  8.8  miles  already  suggested  for  designation  also 
be  included  in  that  recommendation  up  to  the  north,  to  the 
Lasauses  Cemetery,  as  the  raptor  population  in  this  area  is 
equal  to  that  found  in  the  birds-of-prey  area  along  the  Snake 
River  in  Idaho,  which  seems  to  be  a  unique  characteristic 
that  would  warrant  its  inclusion. 

Response 

Our  present  data  base  shows  all  22  miles  have  outstandingly 
remarkable  values,  and  the  area  is  identified  as  crucial 
habitat  for  birds-of-prey.  This  22-mile  portion  has  been 
determined  eligible  and  suitable  for  wild  and  scenic  desig- 
nation. Available  information  is  not  conclusive  to  support 
the  contention  that  raptor  population  in  the  lower  8-mile 
segment  does  equal  or  exceed  the  Snake  River  Birds-of- 
Prey  Area.  A  raptor  study  funded  by  BLM  in  1991  is  in 
progress.  The  designation  of  wild  and  scenic  river  is  based 
on  a  number  of  characteristics  of  which  wildlife  populations 
is  only  one. 

Comment  144-6 

To  classify  the  San  Luis  Resource  Area  as  a  dedicated 
National  Natural  Preserve  with  this  area  classified  as  a 
National  Critical  Habitat  area,  as  well  and  to  guarantee  that 
Old  Growth  Forest  Habitat  receive  inclusion  in  a  National 
Old  Growth  Sanctuary  System. 

Response 

We  find  no  congressional  legislation  referring  to  your  terms 
of  classifying  wildlife  habitat.  The  RMP,  according  to  BLM 
guidance  and  policy,  identifies  and  classifies  over  342,000 
acres  as  "crucial  habitat"  for  various  wildlife  species. 

Comment  145-6 

We  support  the  Prefered  Alternative  with  the  additions 
listed  below.  We  recognize  the  overall  importance  of  the 
Blanca  WHA  (including  the  Emperius  Tract)  and  its  7,750 
acres  and  the  crucial  role  of  the  BLM  land  in  the  San  Luis 
Valley  as  winter  ranges. 

Response 


Thank  you  for  your  support.  We  believe  the  RMP  adequate- 
ly expresses  the  significance  of  the  Blanca  ACEC  and  the 


2-27 


Chapter  2 


crucial  winter  ranges  with  respect  to  wildlife  and  recreation 
resources  in  the  San  Luis  Valley. 

Comment  145-9 

We  recommend  establishment  of  management  procedures 
for  emergency  wildlife/winter  range  situations  allowing 
temporary  situations  allowing  temporary  allocation  of 
domestic  animal  forage  to  wildlife  beyond  the  60/40  formula 
of  the  Preferred  Alternative.  In  this  way  this  formula  would 
not  be  an  obstacle  in  times  of  imminent  wildlife  mortality, 
as  we  have  seen  in  the  recent  past. 

Response 

Imminent  wildlife  mortality  has  not  been  a  historical  prob- 
lem on  BLM-administered  winter  range  in  the  San  Luis 
Valley.  If  and  when  this  occurs,  snow  depth  makes  forage 
unavailable.  Increasing  unavailable  forage  will  not  alleviate 
the  problem.  Also,  the  60/40  split  only  applies  to  new  forage 
produced  by  implementing  the  plan. 


augmentations.  If  a  water  right  is  necessary  for  develop- 
ment, BLM  will  go  through  proper  procedures  with  the 
Colorado  State  Water  Court.  The  question  addressed  in  the 
plan  is  whether  or  not  these  historic  wetlands  should  be 
developed. 

Comment  H18-3 

There  needs  to  be  a  recognition  in  the  record  that  there  will 
have  to  be  augmentation  of  the  stream  system  of  other 
wetlands  environment  on  these  three  tracts  if  they  are  to  be 
developed  at  the  level  you  are  talking  about  because  there 
isn't  any  water  out  there.  It  has  to  come  from  somewhere, 
and  when  you  take  more  water  from  the  system  you  are 
going  to  hurt  someone  and  you  need  the  plan  for  augmen- 
tation, and  I  would  like  to  see  that  addressed. 

Response 

BLM  is  presently  involved  in  preparing  an  augmentation 
plan  for  these  waters. 


Comment  146-1 


Comment  H34-4 


I  suggest  some  appropriate  special  management  treatments 
for  wildlife  and  fisheries  for  the  Rio  Grande  above  and 
below  Lobatos  Bridge  all  the  way  to  the  Alamosa  National 
Wildlife  Refuge.  The  stretch  from  the  New  Mexico  border 
to  near  Lobatos  Bridge  clearly  should  be  in  the  National 
Wild  and  Scenic  River  System. 

Response 

Special  management  treatments  for  wildlife  are  included  in 
the  plan.  A  major  example  is  the  riparian  management  being 
proposed,  also  restrictive  stipulations  on  oil  and  gas,  OHV, 
and  recreation.  In  the  proposed  resource  management 
plan,  the  22  miles  of  the  Rio  Grande  River  immediately 
north  of  the  New  Mexico  border  has  been  determined  eligible 
and  suitable  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic 
River  System. 

Comments  H18-1  and  H18-2 

There  is  a  suggestion  in  the  report  that  an  additional 
eighteen  hundred  and  five  acres  of  new  wetlands  would  be 
developed  in  these  areas,  or  should  be  developed  in  these 
areas.  I  want  the  record  to  be  clear,  and  I  believe  that  BLM 
should  address  the  sources  of  water  that  are  proposed  for 
the  development  of  those  wetlands. 

Response 

There  are  several  options  to  acquiring  water  rights  includ- 
ing but  not  limited  to  purchase,  trades,  or  development  and 


And  as  far  as  the  60/40  split,  I  wanted  to  address  that 
concern,  too.  I  think  it's  very  commendable  that  60  percent 
of  the  increase  in  AUMs  is  going  to  wildlife.  I  think  it  should 
be  higher  though. 

Response 

The  60/40  split  was  made  to  enhance  the  natural  resource 
values,  meet  multiple  use  mandate,  and  also  give  the  live- 
stock interest  an  incentive  to  cooperate  in  allotment 
management  plans. 

FOREST  AND  WOODLAND 
MANAGEMENT 

Comments  91-22,91-23,  and  145-10 

The  BLM  has  failed  to  examine  the  need  to  protect  old 
growth  forest  resource  on  its  lands.  The  plan  needs  to 
include  an  inventory  of  old  growth  acreage  and  must  ex- 
amine what  percentage  of  this  acreage  will  be  left  in  this 
condition. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  the  Canon  City  Ten- Year  Forest  and  Wood- 
land Management  Activity  Plan,  referenced  on  page  2-27  in 
the  RMP.  This  document  is  available  for  review  in  the  Canon 
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City  District  Office;  it  was  not  included  in  the  appendix 
because  of  its  length. 

As  shown  on  Table  2-19  in  the  draft  RMP,  only  5,894  acres 
(22  percent)  of  the  total  acres  of  commercial  forest  land 
(CFL)  are  used  to  calculate  an  allowable  harvest  level.  The 
remaining  21,150  acres  of  CFL,  or  78  percent  of  the  total, 
are  to  be  allowed  to  grow  through  successional  stages  as 
influenced  by  the  lack  of  fire  in  most  cases,  and  with  little  or 
no  control  of  forest  pests.  Primarily,  only  noncommodity 
uses  and  benefits  will  be  available  on  these  acres.  The  stands 
in  this  category  already  offer  old  growth  characteristics  and 
will  continue  to  mature. 

It  is  BLM  policy  to  manage  to  maintain  the  desired  forest 
ecosystems.  This  could  require  that  opportunities  to 
manipulate  vegetation  in  manners  that  will  be  advantageous 
to  forest  health,  wildlife,  fisheries,  water,  recreation,  and 
range  be  implemented  on  the  forested  acres  (including 
riparian  areas)  that  are  removed  from  the  allowable  harvest 
base.  This  means  that  no  planned  harvest  is  scheduled  from 
these  acres,  but  that  other  types  of  operations  are  not 
necessarily  precluded.  Operations  of  this  type  are  expected 
to  be  rare,  and  proper  environmental  analysis  and  NEPA 
compliance  will  be  followed. 

LANDS  AND  REALTY  MANAGEMENT 


Comments  2-3,4-3,5-2,8-3,9-3,1 1  -2,18-5, 
20-4,21  -1 ,22-4,24-2,27-4,29-5,30-4,31  -5,  33-3, 
34-3,36-4,39-2,40-1 ,42-3,44-3,47-1 ,52-2, 
55-4,56-3,59-5,66-2,61-3,63-2,67-2,69-3, 
70-4,72-4,73-4,76-2,77-4,78-4,79-3,81-3, 
82-5,84-3,85-4,86-4,88-3,89-1 ,  91  -25,94-4, 
98-3,99-3,100-3,102-2,106-4,125-4,144-4, 
H6-3,H21-2,H24-4,H26-12,  H27-3,  H28-3, 
H29-3,H31-1,andH33-4 

No  power  lines  should  be  allowed  within  these  scenic  and 
natural  lands. 

Response 

The  Taos  powerline  was  proposed  before  the  RMP  process 
began.  Much  public  opposition  to  the  proposed  route  was 
received,  and  alternative  routes  have  been  proposed.  Public 
Service  of  Colorado  has  recently  submitted  an  alternative 
proposal  involving  a  route  on  the  west  side  of  the  Pihon 
Hills/Flat  Top  areas  and  notified  BLM  that  the  application 
for  the  proposed  Taos/San  Luis  Valley  345  kV  line  has  been 
withdrawn  effective  December  11,  1989.  A  powerline  into 
Colorado  from  New  Mexico  could  be  possible  in  the  future, 
and  it  will  be  treated  on  a  site-specific  basis  if  and  when  it 
occurs. 


Comment  6-2 

We  do  have  one  concern  in  the  area,  however.  That  concern 
is  the  Mt.  Blanca  Road,  and  this  we  desire  to  remain  open 
to  use  and  be  excluded  from  the  wilderness  the  U.S.F.S.  has 
proposed.  Since  the  initial  mile  or  so  is  on  BLM  land  I 
mention  this  concern  here. 

Response 

The  Mt.  Blanca  Road,  from  Highway  150  to  the  U.S.  Forest 
Service  (USFS)  trailhead  and  boundary,  is  open  to  public 
use  and  will  continue  to  be  open  for  public  use  on  BLM-ad- 
ministered  lands.  The  off-highway  vehicle  designation  for 
this  area  in  the  plan  will  be  limited  with  seasonal  road/trail 
closures  during  the  wetter  spring  period  to  allow  for  better 
road/trail  maintenance,  but  may  remain  open  the  remainder 
of  the  year. 

Comments  12-4,13-4,  and  14-4 

I  also  protest  the  plan  permitting  utility  companies  to  con- 
struct the  Taos  powerline  which  would  run  through  the  Rio 
Grande  Corridor  west  to  Flat  Top  Mesa  and  Pinon  Hills 
WSA.  All  of  these  areas  are  to  be  designated  ACECs  in  the 
plan,  and  a  powerline  would  not  be  compatible  with  protect- 
ing the  natural  and  scenic  qualities  of  these  areas. 

Response 

A  major  utility  in  view  of  the  Rio  Grande  River  Corridor 
would  create  an  unacceptable  intrusion  into  the  viewshed. 
An  alternate  route  similar  to  that  proposed  by  Public  Ser- 
vice of  Colorado  could  allow  for  utility  development  in  the 
area,  but  avoid  the  Rio  Grande  River  Corridor  and  the 
majority  of  the  viewshed  of  the  San  Luis  Hills  ACECs.  All 
ACECs  are  excluded  from  major  utility  corridor  location, 
and  utility  corridors  designated  in  this  plan  are  located 
outside  the  ACECs.Comment  91-24 

Comment  91-24 

We  recommend  one  change  in  the  proposal  for  potential 
acquisition  areas.  Lands  along  the  west  side  of  the  Great 
Sand  Dune  National  Monument  should  be  included  as 
potential  land  acquisition  sites.  The  current  land  ownership 
within  the  proposed  Sand  Castle  ACEC  and  the  rest  of  the 
western  flank  of  the  Great  Sand  Dunes  has  high  concentra- 
tions of  Paleo-Indian  cultural  sites.  Currently  land  owner- 
ship in  the  area  is  a  mix  of  BLM,  state  school  lands,  and 
private  lands.  If  the  BLM  could  block  up  ownership  in  this 
area,  it  would  better  protect  these  nationally  significant 
cultural  resources. 
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Response 

BLM-administered  land  in  the  San  Luis  Lake  areas  is  dis- 
cussed on  page  3-31  of  the  draft  RMP  and  is  designated  for 
disposal  only  to  the  National  Park  Service  or  the  Colorado 
Division  of  Parks  and  Outdoor  Recreation.  Another  pos- 
sibility would  be  for  this  land  to  remain  under  BLM  ad- 
ministration and  negotiate  an  exchange  with  the  private 
landowner  to  block  up  BLM-administered  lands  into  a 
more  manageable  unit.  The  private  landowner  has  ex- 
pressed a  desire  to  do  this;  however,  to  date,  BLM  has  not 
received  any  formal  proposal. 

Comments  91-26  and  91-30 

Los  Mogotes,  Sand  Castle,  and  the  Cumbres  and  Toltec 
Railroad  Corridor  should  also  be  included  as  utility  cor- 
ridor exception  areas.  All  three  of  these  areas  have  resour- 
ces which  would  be  adversely  affected,  therefore,  the 
integrity  of  the  areas  would  be  compromised  with  the  future 
construction  of  utility  corridors. 

Response 

These  three  areas  and  all  other  ACECs  are  exceptions  and 
are  reflected  on  the  large  maps  in  the  back  of  this  document. 
Each  area  does  have  special  resources  or  characteristics 
that  should  be  protected.  The  Western  Regional  Corridor 
Study,  which  was  done  by  the  Western  Utility  Group,  did 
not  propose  corridors  in  any  of  these  areas. 

Comment  91-29 

The  Trickle  Mountain  ACEC  is  one  of  the  most  outstanding 
wildlife  areas  in  the  entire  state.  Trickle  Mountain  is  home 
to  Colorado's  four  major  big  game  species.  Utility  corridors 
will  also  be  permitted.  The  BLM  is  once  again  permitting  a 
number  of  activities  which  would  have  substantial  adverse 
impacts  on  the  wildlife  habitat  that  BLM  is  trying  to  protect. 

Response 

Public  Service  Company  of  Colorado  envisions  no  utility 
routes  in  the  Trickle  Mountain  area  because  existing  lines 
can  handle  use  by  the  current  residents,  and  no  increase  in 
population  of  the  area  is  anticipated.  If  any  new  utility  lines 
were  ever  proposed,  they  would  be  considered,  but  all 
efforts  will  be  made  to  avoid  Trickle  Mountain,  because  of 
the  unique  wildlife  values.  Other  alternatives  are  possible 
such  as  following  State  Highway  114. 

Comment  93-3 

It  is  stated  that  unauthorized  dumping  appears  to  be  on  the 
increase,  primarily  because  some  authorized  landfills  are 


inconvenient  to  use  and  dumping  fees  are  required  on  some. 
Without  implementing  appropriate  mitigation  plans,  these 
problems  will  probably  worsen.  Consideration  should  be 
given  to  mitigative  measures  that  may  help  reduce  this 
problem  of  illegal  dumping. 

Response 

Unauthorized  dumping  is  still  occurring  on  BLM  to  some 
extent.  BLM  is  currently  working  with  the  local  counties  as 
much  as  possible  to  clean  up  old  dumpsites  and  prevent  new 
dumping.  No  new  sanitary  landfills  are  anticipated  on  BLM 
although  some  possibilities  are  available  (i.e.,  sale  or  ex- 
change). BLM  will  continue  to  reclaim  old  illegal  dumpsites 
as  opportunities  develop. 

Comments  1 04-6&7,1 07-1 0&1 1 ,1 1 8-7&8, 
122-7&8,  and  135-7&8 

The  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  allows  your  agency  to 
condemn  private  land  if  the  river  is  designated.  We  strongly 
resist  a  designation  which  would  then  permit  the  condem- 
nation of  private  property. 

Response 

The  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  authorizes  BLM  to 
acquire  the  land  in  fee  simple  or  to  only  acquire  a  scenic 
easement.  Normally  BLM  acquires  interest  in  private  land 
through  negotiation  with  willing  buyers  rather  than  con- 
demnation. Condemnation  of  private  property  is  not  al- 
lowed by  the  Act  if  more  than  50  percent  of  the  land  is 
publicly  owned.  Our  calculations  indicate  that  36  percent  of 
lands  adjacent  to  the  river  are  publicly  owned. 

Comments  1 09-2,1 15-2,117-2,1 29-1 ,1 33-2, 
134-2,147-1,  and  148-1 

My  concern  is  that  wildlife  protection,  with  goals  to  acquire 
scenic  or  protective  easements  on  the  east  side  of  the  river, 
be  included  in  the  RMP. 

Response 

Page  3-35  in  the  draft  RMP  states  that  acquisition  could  be 
accomplished  either  by  fee  title  or  through  easement.  Fee 
title  would  be  the  best  management  option;  however,  ob- 
taining a  conservation  or  protective  easement  would  be  the 
next  best  option.  When  BLM  buys  a  conservation  easement 
from  a  landowner,  it  buys  the  right  to  control  the  use  of  that 
land  and  to  protect  the  natural  qualities  of  the  area.  The 
scenic  easement  contains  restriction  on  the  future  use  and 
development  of  the  land.  Wildlife  in  the  area  will  be  con- 
sidered part  of  the  natural  quality  and  will  be  protected. 
Because  the  quality  of  wildlife  is  both  pristine  and  unique, 
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it  will  be  a  high  priority  determining  factor  for  acquiring  a 
conservation  easement. 

Comments  114-1  and  153-7 

The  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  fails  to  adequately 
address  lands  other  than  those  administered  by  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  (BLM)  within  the  San  Luis  Resource 
Area. 

Response 

All  Federal,  state,  and  county  agencies  with  an  interest  in 
the  San  Luis  Planning  Area  were  contacted  concerning  the 
draft  RMP.  Management  prescriptions  in  the  BLM  plan- 
ning process,  however,  only  affect  BLM-administered  land. 
A  planning  area  for  the  resource  management  plan  was 
designated  as  described  on  page  1-1  of  the  draft  RMP.  Pages 
5-5  through  5-7  list  all  agencies  and  individuals  who  par- 
ticipated in  the  planning  effort.  The  Rio  Grande  National 
Forest  recently  completed  a  land  use  plan  that  covered  all 
national  forest  lands.  Their  plan  was  reviewed  for  continuity 
and  coordination  in  areas  such  as  critical  big  game  winter 
range,  utility  corridors,  etc. 

Comments  126-1&3  and  145-13 

Public  Service  Company  respectfully  requests  that  you  con- 
sider this  addition  in  the  final  Resource  Management  Plan 
as  a  substitute  for  the  original  corridor  along  the  Rio 
Grande  River  which  was  approved  in  the  Record  of 
Decision  for  the  San  Luis-Taos  345  kv  Electric  Transmission 
Line. 

Response 

The  proposal  in  the  Public  Service  Company  comment  on 
the  draft  RMP  appears  to  be  a  very  viable  alternative  that 
would  avoid  all  sensitive  areas  and  still  provide  a  potential 
powerline  west  of  the  San  Luis  Hills  area. 

Comment  139-1 

I  strongly  urge  that  you  seriously  consider  a  more  intensive 
RMP  than  the  preferred  alternative  for  the  San  Luis 
Resource  Area  draft  RMP.  Of  particular  concern  to  me  and 
many  others  is  the  easy  road  and  poaching  access  to  the  east 
rim.  For  more  background  data  I  refer  you  to  Todd 
Wilkinson's  fine  feature  article  in  the  Dec.  18, 1989  issue  of 
High  Country  News.  Subject:  POACHERS. 


the  draft  RMP  is  to  acquire  property  by  fee  title,  donation 
by  county,  etc.,  if  the  opportunity  arises.  Acquisition  by 
scenic  easements  is  the  next  best  option.  Either  option  will 
allow  BLM  to  provide  some  protective  measures  for  the 
land  and  wildlife.  Total  elimination  of  access,  however,  is 
impossible  as  foot  traffic  into  the  area  could  not  be  control- 
led. Public  responsibility  for  protecting  this  area  is  the  best 
deterrent;  however,  this  too  would  not  give  total  protection. 

Comment  145-11 

We  recommend  the  PA  with  the  addition  of  the  major 
facility  citing  stipulations  from  the  NREA.  These  stipula- 
tions seem  most  sensible  in  avoiding  future  resource 
management  conflicts  in  areas  already  identified  as  contain- 
ing valuable  natural  resources  for  which  management 
prescriptions  are  being  made  in  the  RMP. 

Response 

Efforts  will  be  made  to  avoid  proposed  developments  in  any 
areas  with  valuable  natural  resources.  Other  viable  alterna- 
tives are  generally  available  to  prevent  damage  to  the 
resource.  If  an  alternative  is  not  possible,  mitigation  will  be 
required  to  alleviate  as  much  adverse  impact  as  possible. 

Comment  145-13 

We  recommend  new  withdrawals  for  the  Rio  Grande 
ACEC/SRMA  (6,016  acres)  and  Blanca  ACEC/WHA 
(7,750  acres). 

Response 

On  page  4-32,  the  draft  plan  states  that  the  expanded 
withdrawal  on  the  WHA/SRMA  would  protect  all  7,750 
acres.  The  acreage  for  the  ACEC/SRMA  has  been  revised 
and  is  now  9,147.  Management  of  the  Rio  Grande  River 
Corridor  as  an  ACEC  (2,640  acres)  and  SRMA  (4,595 
acres)  is  considered  the  best  alternative  from  a  management 
standpoint  because  of  BLM  ownership  and/or  access  to  the 
river  along  this  segment.  The  existing  waterpower/storage 
withdrawal  will  be  recommended  for  termination. 

Comment  145-14 

We  recommend  exchange  or  acquisition  of  the  state  land 
section  within  the  San  Luis  Hills  ACEC  area,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  assuring  effective  future  management  without  con- 
flict, as  directed  by  the  RMP. 


Response 


Response 


At  the  present  time,  all  the  land  east  of  the  Rio  Grande       In  April  1989,  BLM  received  a  list  of  state  lands  suitable  for 
River  above  the  high-water  line  is  private,  but  a  proposal  in       exchange  with  BLM,  which  included  all  state  sections, 
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except  one  (T.  34  N.,  R.  11  E.,  Sec.  16)  in  the  San  Luis  Hills 
ACEC.  BLM  is  most  willing  to  proceed  with  such  an  ex- 
change, but  it  is  unknown  when  any  action  on  it  will  occur. 

Comments  150-12  and  152-24 

All  lands  providing  habitat  for  candidate  and  listed 
threatened,  endangered,  and  sensitive  plant  and  animal 
species  should  be  retained  in  federal  ownership.  Any 
proposals  to  dispose  of  such  lands  should  be  reviewed  by 
DOW,  CNAP,  and  the  USFWS. 

Response 

BLM  is  required  to  retain  all  lands  that  involve  any  potential 
or  listed  threatened  and  endangered  or  sensitive  plants  or 
animals.  It  is  possible,  however,  to  exchange  lands  for  land 
with  an  equal  or  greater  value  or  benefit,  which  would 
include  land  with  special  plants  or  animals. 

Comment  H11-6 

I  would  like  to  state  my  opposition  to  the  BLM  acquiring 
any  further  amounts  of  land  within  the  San  Luis  Valley. 

Response 

In  the  Preferred  Alternative,  emphasis  is  given  to  acquisi- 
tion of  lands  with  special  significance  such  as  special  plants 
and  animals,  wildlife  habitat  (especially  critical  winter 
habitat),  access,  cultural  values,  riparian  areas,  and  recrea- 
tion areas.  These  resources  are  of  significant  national  inter- 
est to  BLM  and  the  general  public.  A  considerable  amount 
of  these  resources  can  be  on  private  land  within  or  adjacent 
to  BLM-administered  land.  Acquisition  of  these  private 
parcels  through  exchange,  etc.,  will  allow  BLM  to  enhance, 
consolidate,  and  increase  its  management  opportunities. 
More  important,  BLM-administration  of  such  resources 
allows  them  to  be  used  and  enjoyed  by  the  public. 

Comment  H26-9 


along  the  Rio  Grande  River  on  either  side  is  identified  for 
acquisition. 

The  Sand  Castle  area  is  considered  as  part  of  the  land  base 
to  be  managed  by  BLM.  Lands  are  available  for  disposal  or 
acquisition  on  a  case-by-case  basis  if  disposal  or  acquisition 
serves  the  national  interest.  Disposal  could  occur,  by  ex- 
change if  the  action  would  result  in  a  consolidated  land 
ownership  pattern,  improved  manageability  of  natural 
resources,  or  otherwise  be  in  the  public  interest  consistent 
with  the  provisions  of  section  206  of  FLPMA. 

WILDERNESS  MANAGEMENT 

Comment  144-1 

To  secure  the  following  areas,  wild  acres,  as  dedicated 
wilderness:  South  Piney  Creek  1,100;  Black  Canyon  2,500; 
Sand  Castle  1,800;  Papa  Keal  1,210;  Zapata  Creek  805;  San 
Luis  Hills  13,100. 

Response 

Four  wilderness  study  areas  (WSAs),  Black  Canyon,  South 
Piney  Creek,  Papa  Keal,  and  Zapata  Creek,  are  contiguous 
to  a  USFS  WSA,  and  are  included  in  their  study  of  the 
Sangre  de  Cristo  range.  The  USFS  has  proposed  to  Con- 
gress and  the  President  that  these  3,300  acres  be  designated 
as  wilderness. 

The  Canon  City  District  Wilderness  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  was  released  to  the  public  in  December 
1987.  It  recommends  that  the  Sand  Castle  and  San  Luis 
Hills  WSAs  not  be  designated  wilderness. 

The  RMP  considers  other  alternatives  for  protecting  the 
wilderness  characteristics  identified  in  these  areas  that 
might  not  be  designated  as  wilderness. 

AREAS  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRON- 
MENTAL CONCERN 


I  was  not  able  to  find  in  the  plan  -  maybe  it  was  just  I  missed 
it  -  the  acquisition  areas  being  identified.  I  think  that  two  of 
the  areas  that  are  of  biggest  concern  to  us  are  the  lands  along 
the  Rio  Grande  and  the  areas  around  the  Sand  Castle  area 
of  critical  environmental  concern,  as  being  acquisition 
areas.  We  would  like  to  see  both  of  those  areas  identified  as 
top  priorities  for  land  acquisition. 

Response 

Map  2-16  Land  Tenure  Opportunities-Acquisition  shows 
the  areas  identified  for  land  acquisition.  It  includes  any 
private  lands  within  the  marked  areas.  Any  private  land 


Comments  2-1 ,5-1 ,7-1 ,8-1 ,9-1 ,11-1,12-1, 
1 3-1 ,14-1 ,1 6-1 ,18-2,19-1 ,20-1 ,22-1 ,23-1 , 
26-2,27-2,29-2,30-1 ,31  -2,33-1 ,34-3,36-3, 
37-1 ,38-2,39-1 ,41  -1 ,42-2,43-2,49-1 ,52-3, 
55-2,57-1 ,59-2,60-3,61  -1 ,62-1 ,66-1 ,68-2, 
69-2,70-1 ,72-1 ,73-5,74-2,75-1 ,76-2,77-1 , 
78-1 ,79-1 ,81  -2,82-1 ,83-1 ,84-1 ,85-1 ,86-1 , 
88-1 ,91  -32,94-1 ,96-1 ,98-1 ,99-1 1 00-1 , 1 01  -2, 
102-1,106-1,108-1,140-1,144-2,145-15, 
49-2,1 50-7,1 52-1 ,1 52-5,1 52-20,  1 52-26, 
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H6-1  ,H24-3,H26-1 0,H27-2,H29-1  ,H31  -4, 
and  H33-1 

Elephant  Rocks  and  Bishop  Rock  were  both  recommended 
for  designation  as  ACECs;  Elephant  Rocks  for  the  unique 
geologic  formulations  and  rare  plants  and  Bishop  Rock  for 
the  petroglyphs  in  the  area. 

Response 

The  proposed  Elephant  Rocks  ACEC  was  reviewed  by  the 
RMP  team  in  light  of  the  81  draft  RMP/EIS  public  com- 
ments questioning  BLM  application  of  "relevance"  and  "im- 
portance" criteria  in  BLM  Manual  1613.  Based  on  this 
review,  Elephant  Rocks  is  added  as  an  ACEC  in  the 
proposed  plan. 

The  proposed  Bishop  Rock  ACEC  was  reviewed  by  the 
RMP  team  in  light  of  the  20  draft  RMP/EIS  public  com- 
ments questioning  BLM  application  of  "relevance"  and  "im- 
portance" criteria  in  BLM  Manual  1613.  Based  on  this 
review,  Bishop  Rock  was  dropped  from  further  ACEC 
consideration  and  the  decision  is  documented  in  the 
proposed  plan.  There  is  some  cause  for  concern  in  regards 
to  petroglyphs  vandalism.  A  cultural  resource  management 
plan  (CRMP)  will  be  prepared  for  this  area  when  the  RMP 
is  completed. 

Comments  16-3,91-30,103-1,  and  106-2 

We  feel  these  areas  can  be  adequately  protected  only  by 
prohibiting  all  grazing,  mineral  leasing  or  entry,  ORV  use 
and  powerline  construction. 

Response 

ACECs  are  by  definition  multiple  use  areas  that  provide  for 
management  of  unique  resources  within  an  overall  multiple 
use  land  management  framework.  ACECs  are  not  single  use 
and  do  not  carry  legal  mandates  such  as  wilderness  desig- 
nations. ACECs  are  administrative  designations  designed 
to  provide  management  with  a  "flag"  to  indicate  that  certain 
areas  may  require  special  management.  Certain  uses  may 
be  excluded  to  protect/enhance  special  values  if  it  is  deter- 
mined that  they  need  such  management. 

Comment  17-2 

Both  the  Chama  narrow  gage  railroad  corridor  (the  whole 
thing)  and  the  Sand  Castle  archaeological  site  should  be 
managed  as  ACECs. 


Response 

The  Cumbres  and  Toltec  Scenic  Railroad  Corridor  and 
Sand  Castle  Archaeological  site  were  recommended  as 
ACECs  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  They  are  also  recommended 
for  ACEC  designation  in  the  proposed  RMP/final  EIS. 
Both  of  these  sites  are  National  Historic  Register  quality 
and  will  be  managed  as  such.  These  sites  have  special  values 
outside  the  boundaries  of  the  designated  BLM-ad- 
ministered  lands. 

Comment  37-6 

I  have  hiked  Trickle  Mountain,  and  believe  it  warrants 
ACEC  protection. 

Response 

The  Trickle  Mountain  area  was  recommended  to  be  desig- 
nated as  an  ACEC  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  Preferred  Alter- 
native. The  recommendation  has  not  changed  in  the 
proposed  RMP/final  EIS. 

Comment  97-1 

*  Sentence  #1:  Don  Juan  de  Onate  was  long  gone,  departed 
from  this  life  in  1696!  He  came  with  his  settlers  to  the  San 
Juan  Indian  pueblo  of  the  Espanola  Valley  in  1598.  He 
explored  east  to  the  buffalo  plains,  explored  west  to  the  Gulf 
of  California,  but  no  documents  ever  show  him  coming 
north  to  the  San  Luis  Valley  (altho  I've  always  suspected 
some  of  his  Colonists  may  have  secretly  made  trips  here 
while  he  was  gone,  exploring  east  and  west  instead  of  mind- 
ing his  colony). 

*Sentence  #2:  A  number  of  well  recorded  trips  were  made 
from  Santa  Fe  to  SLV  during  the  17th  &  18th  centuries,  most 
outstanding  Don  Diego  de  Vargas,  1694,  and  Don  Bautista 
de  Anza,  1779.  And  in  1807,  the  hundred  dragoons  sent  to 
the  Conejos  from  Santa  Fe  to  apprehend  Liet.  Zebulon 
Pike.  There  were  others,  not  as  well  known,  but  recorded, 
and  some  not  recorded  but  thought  possible. 

*A  first  settlement  was  made  in  1833  before  "the  1840s"  on 
the  Conejos,  and  previous  visits  by  trappers,  traders,  and 
early  sheep  camps  in  the  San  Luis  Valley  county  areas  today 
called  Costilla  and  Conejos  Counties 

Response 

You  are  correct.  Don  Diego  de  Vargas  explored  the  San  Luis 
Valley  in  1696.  Your  notation  about  a  settlement  on  the 
Conejos  River  is  also  correct.  These  corrections  have  been 
noted. 
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Comments  111-1,140-2,147-1,150-10,  and 
152-1 6,21 ,25&28 

It  is  incumbent  upon  the  Resource  Area  to  provide  manage- 
ment plans  that  will  improve  the  security  of  candidate  and 
state  sensitive  plant  species.  Our  greatest  concern  with  the 
Draft  RMP  is  that  this  has  not  been  done  for  Astragalus 
ripleyi.  Having  previously  nominated  Ra  Jadero  Canyon  as 
an  ACEC  for  the  protection  of  A.  ripleyi,  we  cannot  under- 
stand or  accept  the  Draft  RMP's  omission  of  designation 
for  this  site.  As  noted  above,  A.  ripleyi  will  be  an  official 
Candidate  species  by  the  time  this  RMP  is  finalized.  Thus, 
there  can  be  no  question  as  to  the  "importance"  and 
"relevance"  criteria  being  met.  This  candidate  plant  species 
requires  special  management  to  prevent  its  subsequent  list- 
ing as  threatened  and  endangered. 

Response 

The  proposed  Ra  Jadero  Canyon  ACEC  was  reviewed  and 
re-analyzed  in  light  of  new  information  from  public  com- 
ments on  the  draft  RMP/EIS  and  does  appear  to  meet  both 
relevancy  and  importance  criteria.  The  site  is  designated  in 
this  proposed  RMP/final  EIS  as  an  ACEC. 

Comment  114-2 

One  existing  and  six  potential  National  Natural  Landmarks 
(NNL's)  are  also  not  identified  in  the  plan.  Both  GRSA  and 
these  existing  or  potential  NNL's  should  be  described  in  the 
"Affected  Environment"  section  of  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  and  included  in  pertinent  maps. 
Details  on  the  existing  and  potential  NNLs  within  the 
resource  area  are  included  as  an  attachment  to  this 
memorandum 

Response 

The  only  existing  NNL  of  which  we  are  aware  is  the  Wheeler 
Geologic  Area  and  it  is  managed  by  the  U.S.  Forest  Service. 
BLM  management  would  not  affect  this  area.  We  are  un- 
aware of  any  other  NNLs,  either  proposed  or  designated, 
on  or  near  BLM-administered  lands  in  the  San  Luis  Valley; 
therefore,  the  other  identified  sites  would  not  be  affected  by 
this  plan. 

Comment  127-9 

Second,  the  report  states  that  the  41.5  miles  of  the  river 
study  area  have  been  identified  as  a  potential  ACEC  and  as 
possessing  some  special  cultural  characteristics.  RMP,  Ap- 
pendix E  at  E-l.  It  would  be  helpful  to  identify  which 
particular  resource  values  were  identified  in  relation  to  the 


ACEC  designation.  The  Final  RMP  should  identify  with 
particularity  those  outstandingly  remarkable  values  present 
in  each  identified  river  or  river  segment. 

Response 

The  study  report  has  been  extensively  revised  and  is  Appen- 
dix A  in  this  proposed  RMP/final  EIS. 

Comments  132-7,137-2,138-5,  and  145-16 

We  further  recommend  that  the  entire  reach  studied  be 
included  in  a  proposed  National  Conservation  Area  which 
would  focus  on  the  Rio  Grande  and  surrounding  wildlife 
habitat.  The  NCA  would  contain  a  variety  of  special  desig- 
nations such  as  ACEC,  Scenic,  and  Wild  and  Scenic.  An 
NCA  proposal  takes  into  account  the  critical  situation  of  the 
raptor  and  wildfowl  populations,  which  are  receiving  in- 
creased pressure  from  both  recreation  use  and  poaching. 
An  NCA  may  require  additional  budgeting  for  educa- 
tion/enforcements, but  increased  prominence  of  this  unique 
area  as  a  premiere  raptor  area  will  open  new  avenues  of 
funding  resources. 

Response 

We  will  work  with  the  Taos  RA  if  their  NCA  proposal  ever 
becomes  a  reality;  we  will  take  the  necessary  action  at  that 
time.  The  proposed  RMP/final  EIS  reflects  our  belief  that 
NCA  management  may  be  very  appropriate  and  viable 
management  if  tied  to  a  New  Mexico  NCA.  The  Colorado 
portion  would  complement  a  similar  proposal  being  con- 
sidered in  New  Mexico.  Conceptually  we  will  combine  the 
Flat  Top  Area,  the  San  Luis  Hills,  the  Pinon  Hills,  the  entire 
river  corridor  up  to  Lasauses  Cemetery,  along  with  the  New 
Mexico  proposed  NCA,  into  a  new  larger  proposal  and  will 
keep  the  wild  and  scenic  river  idea.  We  have  added  language 
in  the  proposed  RMP/final  EIS  saying  that  it  is  desirable  to 
have  this  congressional  designation  to  protect  those  com- 
bined resources  in  this  area. 

Comment  145-8 

We  recommend  a  Blanca  ACEC  be  established. 

Response 

Blanca  is  already  a  wildlife  habitat  area  (WHA)  and  a 
special  recreation  management  area  (SRMA).  In  light  of 
public  comments,  Recreation  2000  goals,  and  Wildlife  2000 
goals,  the  Blanca  WHA  will  be  designated  an  ACEC  in  the 
Proposed  RMP/final  EIS. 
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Comments  150-3  and  152-13 


Response 


The  discussion  of  Areas  of  Special  Concern  under 
"Management  Guidance  Common  to  All  Alternatives"  (P- 
3.7)  in  the  Draft  RMP  discusses  only  the  Rio  Grande  river 
corridor.  We  fail  to  understand  why  this  section  does  not 
include  discussion  of  all  the  areas,  throughout  the  Resource 
Area,  that  contain  sensitive  resources  and  that  are  proposed 
for  special  management.  The  section  as  it  stands  gives  the 
mistaken  impression  that  no  sensitive  resources  exist  other 
than  in  the  river  corridor. 

Response 

The  draft  RMP/EIS,  Chapter  3,  section  on  "Management 
Guidance  Common  to  All  Alternatives"  includes  discus- 
sions of  many  sensitive  resources;  i.e.,  Air  Quality,  Soils, 
Water  Resources,  Geology,  Vegetation,  Wildlife  and  Fish 
Habitat,  Wilderness,  Historical,  and  Special  Status  Plant 
and  Animals  Value.  The  purpose  of  this  section  is  to  present 
common  management  throughout  the  resource  area  that 
would  not  vary  in  the  alternatives. 

Comment  150-9 

In  connection  with  this  point,  we  wish  to  comment  that  logic 
provides  that  if  a  site  meets  the  ACEC  importance  and 
relevancy  criteria  under  any  alternative,  it  must  meet  them 
under  all  alternatives;  according  to  BLM  policy,  such  a  site 
should  be  designated  under  all  alternatives. 

Response 

We  are  not  aware  of  any  BLM  policy  that  states  if  a  site 
meets  one  of  the  four  ACEC  relevancy  criteria  or  meets  one 
of  the  five  ACEC  importance  criteria  it  must  be  designated 
under  all  RMP  alternatives.  In  fact,  BLM  NEPA  guidance 
suggests  that  failure  to  look  at  both  sides  of  the  issue  here 
would  inadequately  present  analysis  of  impacts  of  designa- 
tion and  nondesignation. 

Comment  150-11 

Incidentally,  we  see  no  justification  for  the  separation 
(Tables  H-2  and  H-3  and  related  text  through  the  docu- 
ment) of  areas  originally  proposed  for  ACEC  consideration 
and  sites  subsequently  proposed.  A  preliminary  draft 
should  be  just  that  -  a  working  document  designed  to  elicit 
further  ideas  and  information.  Why  segregate  that  informa- 
tion and  treat  those  proposals  differently,  once  you  get 
them? 


The  additional  sites  and  additional  information  discussed 
in  Table  H-3  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  were  received  almost  a 
year  into  the  planning  process  and  were,  therefore,  treated, 
analyzed,  and  re-analyzed  separately.  This  was  explained  on 
page  H-l  of  the  draft. 

Comment  152-6 

CNAP  did  not  recommend  for  special  status  the  following 
areas: 

Grande  Mogote  Mesa 

Little  Mogote  Mesa 

South  Pinon  Hills 

Pinon  Hills 

These  areas  may  be  worthy  of  special  management  area 
designations,  but  the  recommendation  did  not  originate 
with  CNAP. 

Response 

The  CNAP/CNPS  plant  inventory  shows  sensitive  plants 
and  plant  communities  at  these  locations.  This  information 
was  part  of  the  rationale  for  looking  at  these  areas  for 
potential  ACEC  designation  (i.e.,  Los  Mogotes  Area  and 
San  Luis  Hills  Area). 

Comment  152-7 

The  plan  is  unclear  in  its  references  to  South  Pinon  Hills, 
Pinon  Hills,  and  San  Luis  Hills.  The  relationship  of  these 
areas  to  each  other  should  be  clarified  to  facilitate  public 
comment  on  the  draft  plan. 

Response 

These  areas,  consisting  of  various  groups  of  hills,  are  com- 
monly grouped  and  called  three  different  names  (South 
Pinon  Hills,  Pinon  Hills,  and  Flat  Top  Mountain).  As  a 
whole,  they  are  also  commonly  referred  to  as  the  San  Luis 
Hills.  The  ACEC  designation  called  San  Luis  Hills  includes 
portions  of  the  two  most  northern  groups  (Pinon  Hills  and 
Flat  Top  Mountain). 

Comment  152-27 


Los  Mogotes  contains  a  small  population  of  Astragalus 
ripleyi.  The  plant  should  be  considered  in  all  planning  and 
management  activities  related  to  the  area.  Management 
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emphasis  on  game  species  (critical  winter  range,  etc.)  on 
Los  Mogotes  conflicts  with  management  necessary  to 
preserve  A.  ripleyi.  Therefore,  Los  Mogotes  cannot  be 
considered  a  viable  preserve  for  Astragalus  ripleyi.  Another 
site  must  be  chosen  to  provide  for  preservation  and  enhan- 
cement of  A.  ripleyi  habitat  and  to  prevent  the  need  for 
listing  of  the  plant  under  the  terms  of  Endangered  Species 
Act. 

Response 

We  recognize  that  the  population  of  A.  ripleyi  in  Los 
Mogotes  is  not  necessarily  the  best  example  in  the  area. 
There  are,  however,  other  values  such  as  wildlife  habitat  that 
make  this  area  suitable  for  an  ACEC  designation.  We  ap- 
preciate that  CNAP  does  not  consider  the  Mogotes  popula- 
tion as  "viable"  for  a  preserve. 

Comment  152-29 

Elephant  Rocks  is  presented  as  a  designated  ACEC  in  the 
preferred  alternative  in  Table  H-4,  but  is  not  included  as  a 
designated  ACEC  in  the  preferred  alternative  text  in  the 
body  of  the  report  (y.  page  3-32).  This  inconsistency  should 
be  resolved. 

Response 

This  table  is  in  error;  Elephant  Rocks  should  not  have  been 
included  in  the  fifth  column.  After  public  comments  and 
reanalysis,  however,  Elephant  Rocks  Area  is  a  designated 
ACEC  in  this  proposed  RMP/fmal  EIS. 

RECREATION  MANAGEMENT 

Comment  91-34 

We  question  why  no  areas  have  been  given  a  Class  I  Visual 
Resource  Management  designation.  We  recommend  three 
areas  be  given  this  designation. 

1)  The  area  around  the  Great  Sand  Dunes  National  Monu- 
ment deserves  this  designation.  Great  Sand  Dunes  is  a 
resource  of  national  significance  and  in  order  to  protect  the 
viewshed  seen  from  the  monument,  the  BLM  should  desig- 
nate its  lands  under  a  Class  I  designation. 

2)  All  the  lands  in  and  around  the  areas  recommended  for 
inclusion  into  the  Sangre  de  Cristo  (proposed)  Wilderness 
should  also  receive  this  designation  because  of  the  need  to 
protect  this  nationally  significant  area. 


3)  Finally,  the  lands  located  in  the  Rio  Grande  Corridor 
and  San  Luis  Hills  ACECs  should  receive  the  Class  I  desig- 
nation because  of  significance  of  this  site  to  recreation  and 
protection  of  natural  environments  within  the  valley. 

Response 

Class  I  applies  only  to  classified  special  areas  such  as  wilder- 
ness areas,  natural  areas,  and  wild  and  scenic  river  cor- 
ridors. This  quality  standard  is  established  through 
legislation  or  policy.  The  scenic  quality  of  the  BLM  lands 
surrounding  the  significant  areas  identified  in  your  com- 
ment are  considered  to  be  fairly  common  to  this 
physiographic  region.  The  combined  importance  of  scenic 
quality,  visibility,  and  visual  sensitivity,  however,  are  con- 
sidered to  be  high  enough  to  warrant  management  of  the 
surrounding  areas  as  Class  II. 

The  management  objectives  for  Class  II  lands  are  very 
restrictive.  Changes  in  any  of  the  basic  elements  caused  by 
a  management  activity  should  not  be  evident  in  the  charac- 
teristic landscape. 

Comment  93-1 

While  this  Plan/EIS  indicates  that  "intensive  recreation 
management"  would  maintain  recreation  opportunities,  it 
does  not  specifically  address  potential  impacts  on  the  en- 
vironment or  health  and  safety.  General  topics  of  concern 
include  garbage  collection  and  disposal,  rest  room  facilities, 
and  safe  drinking  water.  What  facilities  are  planned,  or,  if 
the  area  is  to  remain  in  a  primitive  setting,  what  guidance 
will  be  given  to  recreationist  regarding  these  environmental 
health  concerns. 

Response 

In  back-country  areas  where  developed  facilities  are  absent, 
users  will  be  instructed  through  methods  such  as 
brochures,  signing,  ongoing  public  awareness  programs, 
and/or  special  recreation  permit  guidelines  to  pack  out  all 
litter  and  refuse,  bury  human  waste  at  least  150  feet  from 
any  water  bodies,  and  treat  any  natural  water  sources  prior 
to  drinking. 

In  future  high  use,  developed  recreation  sites,  facility  design 
will  be  part  of  site-specific  activity  plans  and  environmental 
assessments,  which  will  be  prepared  prior  to  site  construc- 
tion. Contracts  with  local  businesses  for  garbage  collection 
and  removal,  and  vault  toilet  pumping  are  normal  proce- 
dures. Drinking  water  sources  from  developed  springs  and 
wells  are  routinely  tested  by  various  labs  and  state  health 
agencies.  If  test  results  are  below  state  standards,  the  source 
will  be  treated  or  use  will  be  discontinued. 
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Comments  95-2,1 09-3,1 1 2-2,1 1 5-3,1 1 7-3, 
1 29-3,1 32-5,1 33-3,1 34-3,1 37-1 ,141-1  and 
143-2 

As  noted  in  the  RMP,  excessive  or  untimely  recreational  use 
on  the  Upper  Rio  Grande  Box  has  created  pressures  on  the 
raptor  and  water  fowl  population.  Without  regulation  of  the 
recreational  boating  season,  permanent  harm  will  result  to 
wildlife  populations. 

Response 

The  BLM  study  team  believes  that  there  is  a  growing  need 
for  uniform  management  of  the  river  from  Lobatos  Bridge 
south  through  the  wild  and  scenic  river  segment  in  New 
Mexico.  Recent  wildlife  observations  indicate  there  is  in- 
creased disturbance  of  nesting  waterfowl  and  predatory 
birds.  It  is  becoming  very  apparent  that  more  intensive 
management  of  recreational  use  may  be  needed  to  solve 
these  problems.  A  specialized  team  will  be  doing  an  analysis 
in  1991,  which  should  help  us  in  future  management. 

This  proposed  RMP/final  EIS  proposes  management  of  22 
miles  of  the  river,  which  includes  the  "upper"  and  "lower" 
box,  as  an  ACEC  and  29  miles  as  an  SRMA.  This  22-mile 
section  has  also  been  determined  eligible  and  suitable  for 
inclusion  in  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System.  The 
site-specific  coordinated  resource  management  activity 
plan  (CRMAP)  will  detail  specific  management  prescrip- 
tions for  the  entire  29-mile  portion  of  the  river  corridor. 

Comments  1 04-9,1 1 0-5,1 1 8-1 0,1 22-1 0,35-1 0 

The  management  of  this  river  can  be  accomplished  just  as 
well  through  a  special  resource  management  area  which 
would  protect  the  existing  values  but  would  not  impose  the 
onerous  burdens  and  restrictions  on  the  citizens  of  the  San 
Luis  Valley  that  a  national  wild  and  scenic  river  would 
impose. 

Response 

There  are  other  administrative  types  of  management  desig- 
nations that  could  be  implemented  on  the  Rio  Grande 
Corridor;  however,  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  desig- 
nation offers  permanent  protection  of  the  current  natural 
state  of  the  river.  No  dams  nor  water  projects  can  be  built 
on  designated  segments.  The  intent  of  the  National  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  Act  is  to  balance  the  free-flowing  rivers  lost 
with  the  rivers  permanently  protected.  Current  uses  of  the 
river  and  adjoining  lands  could  continue. 


Comment  138-2 

Recreational  activities  can  be  enhanced  by  the  construction 
of  camping  sites  at  access  points,  while  at  the  same  time 
monitoring  and  permitting  can  create  protection  for  wildlife 
by  limiting  recreational  use  to  certain  parts  of  the  year. 

Response 

Your  comments  on  river  management  are  appreciated. 
They  appear  to  be  closely  aligned  with  the  Preferred  Alter- 
native. 

Comment  H25-4 

I  don't  know  how  much  activity  the  Rio  Grande  gets  in  that 
stretch,  but  I  think  it  might  be  useful  for  the  BLM  to 
promote  a  more  recreational  use.  Certainly  the  wild  and 
scenic  river  status  would  help  that.  I  think  it  would  also  help 
the  local  economy,  which  has  a  reputation  for  being  not  very 
good. 

Response 

In  this  proposed  RMP,  Segments  B  and  C  of  the  Rio  Grande 
River  have  been  determined  eligible  and  suitable  for  wild 
and  scenic  river  designation.  Both  segments  will  be 
managed  as  a  special  recreation  management  area  and  an 
ACEC.  Recreation  opportunities  will  be  enhanced  on  Seg- 
ment B  and  intensive  recreation  management  on  Segment 
C  would  protect  wildlife  values. 

RECREATION  MANAGEMENT  (Off- 
Highway  Vehicle  Use) 

Comments  4-1,5-2,7-2,9-2,12-2,13-2, 
14-2,17-3,19-2,20-2,21-1,23-2,24-2, 
25-3,27-3,28-3,28-4,29-3,31  -1 ,32-1 ,33-3, 
36-2,37-5,40-1 ,42-4,43-3,44-2,45-1 ,46-1 , 
47-1 ,48-1 ,51  -1 ,52-1 ,53-2,55-3,56-1 ,58-1 , 
58-2,59-3,60-2,62-2,67-4,68-1,69-3,70-2, 
72-2,73-3,74-1,75-2,76-1,77-2,78-2, 
79-2,80-3,81-1,82-3,83-2,84-2,85-2,86-2, 
87-1,89-1,91-28,  94-2,96-2,98-299-2, 
100-2, 101 -1,1 08-3, H6-2,H24-1,H27-1, 
H28-1,H30-2,H31-3,H32-1,  H33-2,  H34-1 

I  would  like  to  insist  the  BLM  prohibit  any  and  all  mineral 
leasing,  mineral  entry,  and  off-road  vehicle  (ORV)  use 
within  the  ACECs. 
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It  is  not  the  policy  of  BLM  to  unnecessarily  deny  access  for 
use  of  the  lands  administered  by  BLM.  Designation  of  an 
area  as  an  ACEC  does  not  duplicate  nor  create  a  wilderness 
designation.  Other  activities  can  be  allowed  in  ACECs  as 
long  as  they  do  not  damage  nor  destroy  the  special  values 
identified.  After  an  area  becomes  a  designated  ACEC,  a 
site-specific  plan  is  written  to  direct  management  of  the  area 
for  protection  of  the  special  values,  and  to  identify  other 
compatible  uses.  This  plan  serves  as  the  BLM  long-term 
management  prescription  and  commitment  for  the  area. 
The  WSAs  located  in  the  San  Luis  Valley  have  been 
nominated  for  ACEC  designation,  in  the  event  that  some  or 
all  of  them  are  not  designated  as  wilderness.  OHV  use  will 
be  prohibited  in  any  WSAs  designated  as  wilderness.  OHV 
use  will  also  be  limited  to  designated  roads  and  trails  as  well 
as  by  applicable  seasonal  limitations  in  designated  ACECs. 

Comment  6-1 

The  prefered  alternative  appears  to  be  acceptable  to  us  as 
is.  We  do  not  advocate  "open"  use  of  OHV's  except  in  areas 
where  there  will  be  no  environmental  degradation,  such  as 
sand.  Therefore,  proposing  the  additional  areas  of  limited 
use  be  established  rather  than  being  left  open  agrees  with 
our  philosophy.  We  desire  that  existing  roads  remain  open 
for  four  wheel  drive  use,  and  in  rare  instances  we  advocate 
connecting  roads  to  form  loops  or  networks,  but  we  don't 
advocate  or  condone  random,  off  road  travel. 

Response 

Your  organization's  documented  philosophy  of  working  to 
prevent  environmental  degradation  is  appreciated.  We 
agree  that,  for  the  most  part,  seasonal  or  other  types  of 
limitations,  rather  than  closures,  can  prevent  impacts  to 
wildlife,  plants,  and  soils.  Allowing  nonsurfaced  roads  to 
remain  open  to  four-wheel  drive  vehicles  year  around,  how- 
ever, requires  extensive  costly  erosion  control  and  main- 
tenance operations  to  help  control  rutting,  gullying,  and 
watershed  damage. 

Comments  1 5-1 ,26-3,30-2,37-2,1 25-2,H1  -1 , 
H16-2,H17-1,H19-2,H19-4,  and  H20-1 

The  tract  to  the  west  of  Great  Sand  Dunes  should  be  closed 
to  any  motorized  vehicles.  This  area  is  a  fragile  ecosystem 
dominated  by  scattered  greasewood  and  rabbitbrush  with 
sparse  dry-land  grasses  and  salt  grass.  Easily  damaged  or 
destroyed  by  vehicular  traffic,  this  plant  community  stabi- 
lizes the  soil  and  may  be  responsible  for  the  stability  of  the 
main  mass  of  the  dunes. 


Response 

An  OHV  riding  area  will  not  be  recommended  in  the 
proposed  RMP/final  EIS.  OHV  travel  in  this  ACEC  is 
limited  to  designated  roads  and  trails.  Off-highway  vehicle 
use  concerns  will  be  addressed  in  the  coordinated  resource 
management  activity  plan  (CRMAP),  which  will  emphasize 
ecological  and  culture  values  rather  than  OHV  use.  The 
Sand  Castle  Area  of  Special  Concern  (approximately  3,595 
acres)  is  one  of  only  two  areas  of  this  type  in  the  state  of 
Colorado.  Active  sand  dunes  occupy  approximately  200 
acres,  or  6  percent  of  the  area.  Approximately  53  percent  of 
the  area  involves  soils  that  are  dune-like  and  has  dunes  as 
much  as  15  feet  higher  than  the  depressions.  The  soil  surface 
is  winnowed,  and  there  is  an  appearance  of  shifting  sand. 
Vegetative  cover  is  sparse.  Another  38  percent  of  the  area 
is  occupied  by  soils  that  are  less  alkaline  to  depths  of  up  to 
24  inches.  A  heavier  cover  of  vegetation  occurs  here.  The 
remaining  3  percent  of  the  area  is  occupied  by  a  soil  with  a 
very  high  water  table  and  surface  salt  accumulations. 
Vegetation  density  is  not  well  developed.  The  hazard  of 
wind  erosion  on  all  of  the  above  soils  is  severe  if  the  vegeta- 
tive cover  is  not  maintained. 

The  stability  of  the  main  mass  of  the  great  dunes  is  believed 
to  be  a  function  of  topography  and  winds,  rather  than 
vegetation.  Sparse  plant  cover  on  the  valley  floor  does  little 
to  protect  the  loose  sand  from  powerful  southwestern 
winds.  If  the  winds  always  blew  from  the  southwest,  the 
smaller  dunes  would  move  toward  the  mountains  at  a  rate 
of  2  to  3  feet  per  week.  Storm  winds  from  the  northeast, 
however,  can  blow  dune  crests  back  to  the  west  as  much  as 
18  feet  in  24  hours.  These  "reverse"  dunes  comprise  the 
major  bulk  of  the  great  dunes.  Newly  arriving  sand  could 
contribute  to  an  eventual  height  increase  of  these  active 
dunes,  but  is  not  believed  to  be  responsible  for  stability.  As 
stated  in  the  Preferred  Alternative,  there  are  several  com- 
peting demands  for  the  lands  within  this  area,  and  potential 
resource  conflicts  will  be  addressed  on  a  site-specific  basis 
in  a  CRMAP.  This  activity  plan  will  determine  site-specific 
management  and  will  address  OHV/cultural/ecological 
conflicts. 

Comment  15-3 

The  Sand  Castle  area  has  large  resident  populations  of 
antelope,  deer,  and  presently,  a  herd  of  more  than  100  elk. 
Motorized  traffic  would  not  be  in  the  best  interest  of  these 
animals. 

Response 

The  Sand  Castle  area  is  on  the  periphery  of  the  overall 
ranges  of  mule  deer,  elk,  and  pronghorn  antelope  and  as 
such  provides  marginal  big  game  habitat.  Although  big 
game  may  be  viewed  within  the  area,  on  a  random  basis,  the 
proposed  ACEC  is  not  considered  important  big  game 
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habitat  because  several  habitat  values  are  limited  or  absent. 
The  area  does  not  provide  suitable  escape,  thermal,  or 
hiding  cover  for  big  game,  especially  during  the  harsh  winter 
months.  High  quality  and  quantities  of  food  and  water  are 
also  limited.  Elk  utilize  the  habitats  to  the  northeast  of  the 
proposed  ACEC,  along  Big  Spring  Creek  and  the  forested 
areas  south  and  east  of  the  sand  dunes.  Mule  deer  crucial 
winter  range  lies  south  of  the  dunes  as  does  the  important 
pronghorn  antelope  habitat. 

Motorized  vehicle  use  of  the  Sand  Castle  area  will  result  in 
minimal  impacts  to  mule  deer,  elk,  or  pronghorn  antelope 
and  their  habitats.  Some  vegetation  will  be  lost  and  soils 
loosened,  making  them  more  susceptible  to  wind  erosion. 
Some  direct  harassment  of  big  game  may  also  occur,  but 
because  of  the  limited  use  of  the  ACEC  by  these  species, 
the  level  of  harassment  is  expected  to  be  minor.  OHV  will 
be  limited  to  designated  roads  and  trails. 

Comment  15-5 

The  Great  Sand  Dunes  adjacent  to  Sand  Castle  is  a  Wilder- 
ness. The  Park  Service  attempts  to  maintain  fences  in  the 
area,  but  with  the  rapidly  shifting  sand  these  barriers  are 
ineffectual  as  they  are  either  covered  by  sand  or  under- 
mined. There  is  a  great  danger  of  heavy  off- road  vehicle 
usage  originating  in  the  study  area  on  the  Dunes  Wilderness. 

Response 

There  is  a  strong  likelihood  of  unauthorized  OHV  use 
encroaching  into  the  Great  Sand  Dunes  Wilderness  without 
extensive  boundary  identification  and  enforcement.  This 
possibility  is  well  understood  and  will  be  addressed  in  a 
CRMAP  to  be  written  for  this  area.  One  purpose  of  this 
CRMAP  will  be  to  determine  how  the  ACEC  could  be 
managed  to  address  the  OHV/cultural/ecological  conflicts. 

Comment  15-6 

The  numbers  of  people  killed  or  seriously  injured  while 
riding  all-terrain  vehicles  is  staggering.  There  is  a  real  threat 
that  lawsuits  against  the  BLM  may  result  from  death  or 
injuries  to  riders  in  the  Sand  Castle  Area. 

Response 

There  are  numerous  outdoor  recreation  activities  allowed 
on  BLM-administered  lands  that  involve  an  element  of  risk 
to  the  participants.  Among  them  are  hunting,  Whitewater 
rafting  and  boating,  rock  climbing  and  mountain  climbing, 
back-country  driving  on  primitive  roads,  wilderness  hiking 
and  camping,  and  ATV  use.  It  is  the  responsibility  of  the 
user  to  know  and  understand  the  limits  of  their  abilities  and 
the  condition  of  their  equipment. 


Comment  91-31 

CEC  supports  vehicles  being  permitted  only  on  designated 
roads.  The  BLM  then  can  implement  a  white-arrow  signing 
system  which  would  better  protect  the  area.  Mining,  oil  and 
gas  development  and  the  construction  of  powerlines  or 
pipelines  are  not  compatible  with  the  wildlife  and  special 
plants  that  are  supposed  to  be  protected  in  the  Los  Mogotes 
ACEC. 

Response 

All  of  the  Los  Mogotes  ACEC  will  be  seasonally  closed  to 
vehicle  travel  between  December  15  and  March  31,  and 
OHV  travel  will  be  limited  to  designated  roads  and  trails 

Any  proposed  utility  route  along  the  south  side  of  the 
proposed  Los  Mogotes  ACEC  will  follow  Colorado  State 
Highway  17  and  any  utility  lines,  etc.,  will  probably  be 
constructed  on  lands  adjacent  to  BLM.  Utility  line  con- 
struction proposed  across  the  Los  Mogotes  will  be  con- 
sidered, but  most  likely  it  would  be  denied  because  of 
wildlife  and  special  plants.  Better  viable  alternatives  are 
available  rather  than  crossing  the  very  rough  and  rocky 
terrain  of  the  Los  Mogotes.  Please  see  page  3-32  of  the  draft 
RMP/EIS,  which  explains  why  no  utility  route  is  identified 
west  of  Antonito. 

Comments  91-33,136-1,145-18,  and  145-19 

Our  major  concerns  regarding  recreational  use  center 
around  ORV  use  restriction.  These  restrictions  are  totally 
inadequate.  Almost  the  entire  Resource  Area  is  left  open  to 
uncontrolled  off-road  vehicle  use.  This  is  not  a  prudent 
management  decision.  We  can  only  support  very  limited 
areas  being  left  open  to  ORV  use.  In  order  to  protect  the 
outstanding  resources  found  on  these  BLM  lands,  much 
stricter  controls  on  ORV  use  need  to  be  implemented. 
ORVs  can  destroy  vegetative  cover,  wildlife  habitat  and 
make  areas  undesirable  for  other  forms  of  recreational  use. 
We  recommend  a  complete  reworking  of  this  section  of  the 
plan  to  better  protect  the  resources  from  the  destructive  use 
of  ORVs. 

Response 

Most  public  lands  administered  by  the  BLM  are  classed  as 
suitable  for  multiple  use  management.  OHV  use,  as  a  dis- 
persed type  of  outdoor  recreation,  is  considered  compatible 
with  other  resource  values.  The  OHV  limitations  (seasonal 
and  limited  to  designated  roads  and  trails)  outlined  in  the 
Preferred  Alternative,  are  believed  to  be  adequate  and  will 
be  carried  forward  into  the  proposed  RMP/final  EIS. 

The  BLM  slogan  "USA:  Use,  Share,  Appreciate"  is  a  very 
worthwhile  goal.  The  BLM  supports  your  concern  for  the 
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environment  and  your  continuing  help  in  educating  users  to 
conscientiously  use  and  appreciate  the  natural  resources  on 
the  BLM-administered  lands. 

Comment  113-1 


Comment  H25-1 

One  of  the  aspects  of  riparian  that  I  would  urge  the  BLM 
to  have  more  restrictions  on,  on  usage  by  ORVs  in  riparian 
areas. 


The  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Friends  of  the  Dunes,  the 
citizens  support  group  for  the  Great  Sand  Dunes  National 
Monument,  would  like  to  express  our  opposition  to  the 
designation  of  the  combined  Sand  Castle/Cattleguard  loca- 
tion as  a  "Limited"  use  area  for  Off-Highway  Vehicles 
(OHV)  as  proposed  in  the  September  1989  draft  volume  of 
the  San  Luis  Resource  Management  Plan.  We  believe  that 
this  designation  should  be  changed  to  "Closed"  to  OHV. 

Response 

There  are  several  competing  demands  for  the  lands  in  the 
proposed  Sand  Castle  ACEC.  Potential  resource  conflicts 
will  be  addressed  on  a  site-specific  basis  in  a  coordinated 
resource  management  activity  plan  (CRMAP)  to  be  written. 
The  purpose  of  this  plan  will  be  to  determine  how  the  area 
could  be  managed  to  emphasize  solving  the  OHV  conflicts 
with  cultural/ecological  resources.  OHV  use  will  be  limited 
to  designated  roads  and  trails. 

Comments  114-8,114-9,114-10,145-20,153-3, 
153-4,153-5,  and  153-6 

We  question  how  OHV  use  will  be  confined  to  this  area.  The 
experience  of  staff  at  GRSA  is  the  contract  patrol  and 
enforcement  are  needed  to  prevent  unauthorized  use  and 
vandalism  of  natural  and  cultural  resources.  Does  the  BLM 
have  the  enforcement  funds  and  staff  to  assure  the  protec- 
tion of  these  resources?  And,  if  the  State  of  Colorado  will 
administer  the  area,  do  they  have  the  means  to  protect 
natural  and  cultural  resources? 

Response 

There  is  a  strong  likelihood  of  unauthorized  OHV  use 
encroaching  into  the  Great  Sand  Dunes  area  without  exten- 
sive boundary  identification  and  enforcement.  Vandalism  of 
significant  cultural  resources  is  also  recognized.  These  pos- 
sibilities are  well  understood  and  will  be  addressed  in  a 
CRMAP  to  be  written  for  this  area.  The  OHV  play  area  is 
not  recommended  in  the  proposed  RMP/final  EIS,  and 
OHV  concerns  will  be  addressed  in  a  CRMAP,  which  will 
emphasize  cultural  and  ecological  values  rather  than  OHV 
use  in  the  area. 


Response 

In  the  Preferred  Alternative,  the  draft  RMP  states  that 
OHV  travel  is  restricted  to  designated  roads  in  riparian 
areas.  This  riparian  restriction  has  been  carried  into  the 
proposed  RMP/final  EIS. 

Comment  H34-5 

There  are  a  couple  of  areas  we  feel  vehicle  use  is  not 
compatible  in.  A  couple  —  one  in  the  Sand  Castle  ACEC. 
With  the  very  important  cultural  resource  in  that  area,  we 
cannot  envision  that  the  area  would  have  been  compatible 
with  off-road  vehicle  use.  Trickle  Mountain  is  an  example 
where  I  think  a  white  arrow  signing  might  be  appropriate; 
okay? 

Response 

There  are  several  competing  demands  for  the  lands  in  the 
proposed  Sand  Castle  ACEC.  Potential  resource  conflicts 
will  be  addressed  on  a  site-specific  basis  in  a  coordinated 
resource  management  activity  plan  yet  to  be  written.  The 
purpose  of  this  plan  will  be  to  determine  if  portions  of  the 
area  could  be  managed  as  an  OHV  riding  area. 

The  Preferred  Alternative  recommends  that  OHV  use  in 
the  Trickle  Mountain  area  be  subject  to  seasonal  limitations 
and  travel  be  limited  to  designated  roads,  to  protect  wildlife, 
and  soils  and  watershed  values. 


WILD  AND  SCENIC  RIVER 

Comments  2-4,5-5,8-4,9-4,1 1  -3,1 2-5,1 3-5, 
1 6-2,17-1 ,18-1,1 9-4,20-5,21  -2,22-5,  23-4, 
24-4,26-1 ,27-1 ,28-1 ,29-1 ,30-5,31  -3,32-2, 
33-2,34-2,35-1 ,36-1 ,37-3,38-1 ,41  -2,42-1 , 
43-1 ,44-4,45-3,48-3,50-1 ,52-4,53-1 ,54-1 , 
55-1 ,56-4,57-2,59-1 ,60-1 ,61  -2,62-3,63-1 , 
64-1 ,65-1 ,66-3,67-1 ,69-1 ,70-5,72-5,73-1 , 
74-3,75-4,76-2,78-5,77-5,79-4,  81  -4,82-4, 
84-4,85-5,86-5,88-4,91  -1 2,91  -1 3,94-5,96-4, 
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101-4,103-2,106-4,108-1, 121-2,H6-4,  H10-1, 
H21-3,H22-1,H24-5,H25-2,H27-4,  H28- 
4,H29-4,H30-3,H32-2,  and  H33-5 

I  understand  that  the  BLM  has  recommended  only  8.8  miles 
of  the  Rio  Grande  River  for  Wild  and  Scenic  Designation 
in  Colorado,  from  the  Lobatos  Bridge  south  to  the  New 
Mexico  border.  I  would  like  to  recommend  that  the  BLM 
extend  the  designation  an  additional  12.3  miles  north  to  the 
Lasauses  Cemetery,  as  this  portion  has  equally  outstanding 
characteristics. 

Response 

The  22-mile  section  of  the  river  corridor  directly  north  of 
the  New  Mexico  border  has  been  determined  to  meet 
eligibility  and  suitability  criteria  for  wild  and  scenic  river 
designation. 

Expected  results  from  proposed  management  include  im- 
proved riparian,  wildlife  and  fisheries  habitat,  aesthetics, 
and  recreation  opportunities.  Of  special  importance  is  the 
raptor  corridor  for  eagles  and  waterfowl  habitat. 

Comments  H4-2  and  H5-2, 

We  all  know  that  any  wild  and  scenic  river  designation  will 
include  minimum  stream  flows,  and  as  Mr.  Kopfman 
pointed  out,  the  minimum  stream  flows  are  going  to  come 
out  of  some  water  users  hide  because  the  water  is  not 
available  from  any  other  source,  which  will  severely  hurt  the 
economy  of  the  entire  valley. 

Response 

Section  13(b)  of  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act 
states  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  states  and  the  United  States 
over  waters  included  in  a  national  wild,  scenic,  or  recrea- 
tional river  area  shall  be  determined  by  established  prin- 
ciples of  law.  None  of  the  16,000  +  adj  udicated  valid  existing 
water  rights,  therefore,  will  be  adversely  affected.  Section 
13(e)  states  that  nothing  in  the  Act  will  change  any  existing 
interstate  compacts.  Existing  stream  conditions  are  suffi- 
cient to  satisfy  the  needs  of  any  special  management  desig- 
nation. There  is  an  implicit  Federal  reserved  water  right  in 
the  Act;  however,  there  is  no  quantified  reserved  water  right 
for  the  wild  and  scenic  segment  of  the  Rio  Grande  River  in 
New  Mexico.  Pending  further  designation,  BLM  may  have 
to  quantify  needs  and  file  through  the  Colorado  State  Water 
Court. 

Comments  4-4,H26-13 

Wild  and  scenic  river:  The  San  Luis  Valley  is  distant  from 
the  major  population  centers  of  Colorado,  but  is  close  to 


many  New  Mexico  people;  the  area  could  benefit  from  a 
longer  stretch  of  "Wild  and  Scenic"  river  designation  to 
attract  some  vacationers  and  tourist  dollars.  Nine  miles  is 
not  enough  to  attract  much  interest  from  the  raft  or  canoe 
people,  but  20  or  30  miles  probably  would. 

Response 

If  Segment  C  of  the  Rio  Grande  River  in  Colorado  is 
designated  as  part  of  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River 
System,  it  is  important  that  it  be  managed  consistently  with 
the  adjacent  segment  in  New  Mexico.  The  existing  New 
Mexico  segment  is  designated  as  "wild,"  and  management  is 
directed  at  preserving  the  wildlife  values  and  the  primitive 
conditions  there.  Increased  visitor  use  just  prior  to  and 
during  wildlife  nesting  periods  is  considered  a  significant 
negative  impact. 

Segment  B  has  also  been  determined  eligible  and  suitable 
for  wild  and  scenic  designation  and  will  be  managed  to 
provide  for  and  encourage  increased  visitor  use.  Its  length 
along  the  river  involves  several  locations  of  readily  acces- 
sible launch  and  take-out  points. 

Comments  1 8-4,1 8-6,1 8-9,1 8-1 0,1 8-1 1 , 
18-12,119-3,122-12,H9-1 

In  addition,  the  study  draft,  and  particularly  attachment  E 
to  the  draft,  do  not  identify  how  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  proposes  to  deal  with  the  potential  for 
upstream  impact  caused  by  the  designation  of  that  eight 
point  eight  miles  as  a  wild  river. 

Response 

Segments  B  and  C  of  the  river  corridor  are  determined 
eligible  and  suitable  for  wild  and  scenic  designation.  The 
primary  purpose  of  wild  and  scenic  river  designation  is  to 
maintain  the  existing  outstandingly  remarkable  values  and 
free-flowing  characteristics  of  designated  rivers.  No  major 
dams  nor  water  projects  can  be  built  within  any  designated 
river  segment. 

Each  section  of  a  designated  river  is  classified  as  either 
"wild,"  "scenic,"  or  "recreational,"  depending  on  the  amount 
of  development  along  each  section.  Once  classified,  the 
river  is  managed  to  maintain  that  classification  within  one- 
quarter  mile  of  the  river  bank. 

Wild  and  scenic  designation  does  not  create  an  un- 
developed natural  area.  Current  uses  of  the  river  and  ad- 
joining lands  can  continue,  and  normally  land  is  not 
condemned.  Section  6(b)  of  the  Act  specifically  forbids 
condemnation  of  private  land  if  the  government  administers 
more  than  50  percent  of  the  acreage.  BLM  policy  is  to 
acquire  a  scenic  easement  if  necessary  rather  than  pursuing 
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condemnation.  If  a  proposed  development  is  clearly  incom- 
patible with  the  river,  the  government  can  acquire  a  scenic 
or  conservation  easement.  Any  provision  for  public  use  on 
private  lands  would  have  to  be  specifically  purchased  from 
the  landowner. 

The  existing  stream  conditions  are  sufficient  to  satisfy  the 
needs  of  any  special  management  designation.  Pending  fu- 
ture designation,  BLM  may  have  to  quantify  needs  and  file 
through  the  Colorado  State  Water  Court.  Since  BLM  is  not 
proposing  any  changes  in  the  present  flow  or  administration 
of  the  river,  we  do  not  foresee  any  upstream  impacts.  We 
will  include  in  our  wild  and  scenic  recommendation  that 
BLM  does  not  believe  a  reserved  water  right  is  necessary; 
however,  there  is  an  implicit  Federal  reserved  water  right  in 
the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act. 

The  study  report  for  the  Rio  Grande  River  has  been  revised 
and  expanded  into  Appendix  A  in  this  proposed  RMP/final 
EIS. 

Comment  91-11 

Items  that  must  be  addressed  in  such  a  plan  include: 

-What  quantity  of  water  would  be  necessary  to  protect  the 
outstandingly  remarkable  characteristics  of  the  river. 

-What  effects,  if  any,  would  this  water  right  have  on  the  Rio 
Grande  Compact. 

-An  exploration  of  why  this  very  junior  water  would  not 
effect  an  existing  senior  water  right,  even  if  a  change  in  use 
or  point  of  diversion  was  to  occur. 

-What  the  BLM  envisions  as  its  needs  for  private  property 
acquisition,  scenic  easements  and  public  access  easements. 

Response 

The  existing  stream  conditions  are  sufficient  to  satisfy  the 
needs  of  any  special  management  designations.  The 
desirability  of  scenic  easements  is  recognized,  and  specific 
plans  for  acquisition  would  be  pursued. 

Section  13(e)  states  that  nothing  in  the  Act  shall  be  con- 
strued to  alter,  amend,  repeal,  interpret,  modify,  or  be  in 
conflict  with  any  interstate  compact  made  by  any  States  that 
contain  any  portion  of  the  national  wild  and  scenic  river 
system.  Section  13(b)  of  the  Act  states  that  jurisdiction  of 
the  States  and  the  United  States  over  the  waters  included  in 
the  national  wild  and  scenic  river  area  shall  be  determined 
by  established  principles  of  law.  The  16,000+  adjudicated 
existing  water  rights,  therefore,  would  not  be  adversely 
affected. 

Also  see  previous  response  to  comments  18-4  through  H9-1. 


Comments  104-4,118-5,122-5,  and  135-5 

The  Rio  Grande  below  the  Colorado  state  line  is  already 
designated  as  a  wild  river  and  this  short  segment  in 
Colorado  is  unnecessary  to  protect  the  river  within  New 
Mexico. 

Response 

Because  of  the  physical  difficulty  of  accessing  the  Rio 
Grande  River  gorge,  the  area  at  Lobatos  Bridge  is  one  of 
the  most  logical  access  points  for  river  users  wanting  to  float 
the  entire  length  of  the  gorge. 

The  BLM  study  team  believes  that  there  is  a  growing  need 
for  uniform  management  of  the  river  from  Lobatos  Bridge 
south.  Recreation  use  is  growing  rapidly;  there  is  increased 
disturbance  of  nesting  waterfowl  and  predatory  birds;  and 
successful  wildlife  reproduction  is  being  diminished.  It  is 
becoming  very  apparent  that  more  control  of  recreational 
use  is  needed  to  solve  these  problems.  The  purpose  of  the 
Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  is  to  maintain  and  enhance 
existing  stream  conditions. 

The  22-mile  river  corridor  in  Colorado  has  been  determined 
eligible  and  suitable  for  wild  and  scenic  designation. 

Comments  104-5,107-15,118-6,122-6,  and 
135-6 

On  pages  E-10  and  E-ll,  the  purpose  behind  this  designa- 
tion becomes  apparent. 

It  is  there  that  you  suggest  the  necessity  for  designating  two 
miles  of  the  reach  solely  for  the  purpose  of  allowing  points 
for  floating  access  to  be  included  in  the  reach.  It  is  also  on 
these  pages  that  you  suggest  that  management  of  this  area 
be  turned  over  to  the  Taos  Resource  Management  Area.  We 
find  this  completely  unacceptable. 

Response 

The  criteria  for  "wild"  river  designation  requires  that  these 
river  segments  be  generally  inaccessible  except  by  trail. 
Because  of  this  and  the  actual  physical  difficulty  of  finding 
suitable  launch  sites,  the  Lobatos  Bridge  site  is  a  favored, 
logical  access  point  for  river  users  wanting  to  float  the  entire 
gorge  of  the  Rio  Grande. 

Because  of  the  increasing  conflicts  between  wildlife  and 
recreational  use  of  the  river,  management  continuity  is  es- 
sential. This  will  most  likely  result  in  limiting  permitted  use. 
At  the  present  time,  the  Taos  Resource  Area  issues  the 
permits  for  river  use  because  of  the  wild  and  scenic  river 
status  in  place  in  New  Mexico.  Of  the  22-mile  stretch  of 
river  determined  eligible  and  suitable  for  wild  and  scenic 
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designation,  14  miles  will  be  managed  to  enhance  recrea- 
tional opportunities  and  8  miles  to  protect  wildlife  values. 
The  SLRA  and  Taos  RA  will  coordinate  management  of 
these  river  segments  in  accordance  with  specific  manage- 
ment guidance  outlined  in  a  site-specific  management  plan 
(CRMAP).  The  SLRA  will  take  the  lead  for  management 
of  the  river  within  Colorado. 

Comments  1 04-8,1 1 0-4,1 1 8-9,1 22-9,1 24-2, 
and  135-9 

This  river  should  not  be  managed  solely  for  the  benefit  of  a 
few  floaters.  It  does  not  have  the  requisite  outstanding 
remarkable  values  to  justify  its  inclusion. 

Response 

The  emerging  need  to  control  the  level  of  boating  use  just 
prior  to  and  during  nesting  periods,  to  reduce  impacts  to 
wildlife,  in  Segment  C  is  recognized. 

Determination  as  to  whether  or  not  a  river  area  contains 
"outstandingly  remarkable"  values  is  a  professional  judg- 
ment on  the  part  of  the  study  team.  The  study  team  believes 
that  many  of  the  same  values  determined  to  be  significant 
in  designating  the  New  Mexico  segment  as  wild  and  scenic 
are  present  in  Segments  B  and  C  in  Colorado.  For  further 
details  see  Appendix  A. 

Comments  1 04-1 1 ,1 07-3,1 09-1 ,1 1 4-3&4, 
115-1,116-3,117-1,118-12,119-8,21-1, 
129-1, 133-1,134-1,135-12,  and  143-1 

Of  primary  concern  to  the  citizens  of  the  San  Luis  Valley 
represented  by  the  Rio  Grande  Water  Conservation  District 
is  the  suggestion  that  the  Rio  Grande  Study  Report  con- 
tained in  Appendix  E  to  the  San  Luis  Resource  Manage- 
ment Plan  constitutes  an  acceptable  or  proper 
Environmental  Impact  Statement.  Nothing  could  be  further 
from  the  truth.  Appendix  E,  treated  as  an  Environmental 
Impact  Statement,  does  not  consider  any  impacts  what- 
soever as  a  result  of  this  federal  action  outside  of  alleged 
impacts  contained  within  the  reach  of  the  river  under  study. 

Response 

Appendix  E,  Rio  Grande  River  Study  Report,  has  been 
extensively  revised  and  is  part  of  this  document  (Appendix 
A) .  This  study  report  was  not  intended  to  be  an  environmen- 
tal impact  statement.  The  entire  draft  RMP/EIS  must  be 
read  and  reviewed  to  understand  the  complete  evalua- 
tion/analysis of  the  impacts  of  recommending  or  not  recom- 
mending a  segment  of  the  river  for  inclusion  into  the 
national  system.  The  Environmental  Protection  Agency 


(EPA)  determined  the  DEIS  to  be  acceptable  environmen- 
tal documentation. 

Comments  1 05-1 ,1 09-4,1 1 5-4,1 1 7-4,1 29-4, 
130-2,133-4,134-4,142-1,143-3,147-3,  and 
148-3 

The  reach  of  the  Rio  Grande  between  Lobatos  Bridge  and 
the  New  Mexico  state  line  should  be  administered  as  if  it 
were  Wild  &  Scenic,  and  BLM  should  support  Wild  & 
Scenic  designation. 

Response 

In  this  proposed  RMP,  Segments  B  and  C  have  been  deter- 
mined eligible  and  suitable  for  wild  and  scenic  designation. 
Nonimpairment  interim  management  will  be  accomplished 
by  excluding  any  facility  development  that  will  impair  the 
eligibility  or  classification  of  the  area,  limiting  recreational 
and  grazing  use  to  existing  levels,  and  applying  ACEC  status 
to  the  proposed  22-mile  corridor. 

Comment  107-8 

On  page  E-l  of  Appendix  E  there  is  a  discussion  concerning 
the  conclusion  that  the  reach  warrants  inclusion  in  the 
national  Wild  and  Scenic  River.  The  statement  was  made 
that  it  was  considered  with  the  New  Mexico  reach  and 
dropped,  so  this  current  action  is  a  reconsideration.  How- 
ever, there  is  absolutely  no  justification  stated  for  recon- 
sideration nor  is  there  any  explanation  why  this  reach  was 
dropped  the  first  time.  Absent  specific  facts  to  the  contrary, 
the  federal  agency  should  be  guided  by  the  action  of  its 
predecessors  and  Congress  in  not  designating  the  reach, 
rather  than  to  pass  over  the  apparent  Congressional  deter- 
mination without  further  inquiry. 

Response 

The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA) 
and  other  BLM  planning  guidance  directs  BLM  to  study 
and  evaluate  potential  rivers  during  any  land  use  planning 
process.  Although  the  Colorado  portion  was  considered  at 
the  time  of  the  New  Mexico  designation,  a  study  was  not 
actually  completed  for  the  Colorado  segment. 

Comments  107-13  and  107-17 

Most  important  to  the  San  Luis  Valley,  to  this  District,  and 
to  the  citizens  we  represent  is  the  provision  in  the  statute 
which  provides  that  your  agency  will  seek  to  "restore"  this 
river  to  its  wild  state  once  it  has  been  designated. 
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Section  10(a)  of  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  Act 
states:  "Each  component  of  the  national  wild  and  scenic 
rivers  system  shall  be  administered  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
protect  and  enhance  the  values  which  caused  it  to  be  in- 
cluded in  said  system  without,  insofar  as  is  consistent  there- 
with, limiting  other  uses  that  do  not  substantially  interfere 
with  public  use  and  enjoyment  of  these  values.  In  such 
administration  primary  emphasis  shall  be  given  to  protect- 
ing its  esthetic,  scenic,  historic,  archaeological,  and  scien- 
tific features.  Management  plans  for  any  such  component 
may  establish  varying  degrees  of  intensity  for  its  protection 
and  development,  based  on  the  special  attributes  of  the 
area."  There  is,  however,  no  requirement  to  restore  a  desig- 
nated segment  to  a  wild  state. 

The  need  to  protect  or  enhance  riparian  vegetation  is  a 
definite  goal  for  the  river  corridor.  The  BLM  study  team  is 
aware  of  the  highly  appropriated  and  regulated  nature  of 
the  16,000  +  adjudicated  water  rights  in  the  Rio  Grande 
River.  Existing  stream  conditions  are  sufficient  to  satisfy  the 
needs  of  any  special  management  designation. 

Comment  107-16 

Finally,  we  do  not  understand  why  it  is  inappropriate  to 
manage  this  resource  through  a  special  resource  manage- 
ment area.  We  certainly  do  not  oppose  protecting  land 
forms  in  the  Rio  Grande  Canyon  which  can  be  ac- 
complished, without  adverse  water  right  consequences, 
through  such  a  special  management  option.  It  would  have 
all  of  the  advantages  to  your  agency  with  none  of  the 
statutory  and  regulatory  disadvantages  inherent  in  the  wild 
and  scenic  river  designation. 

Response 

It  is  not  inappropriate  to  manage  resources  under  various 
administrative  designations.  By  law,  however,  BLM  must 
consider  the  alternative  of  wild  and  scenic  river  designation, 
which  affords  enduring  protection.  As  pointed  out  else- 
where, a  downstream  segment  of  this  river  was  designated 
a  wild  and  scenic  river  in  1968,  and  has  been  functioning  very 
satisfactorily  under  the  existing  levels  of  upstream  water 
use. 

Comments  1 07-24,1 1 0-6,1 1 8-1 3,1 22-1 3, 
and  135-13 

We  respectfully  request  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
ment withdraw  its  recommendation  to  designate  the  Rio 
Grande  above  the  Colorado-New  Mexico  stateline  as  a  wild 
and  scenic  river  and  instead  manage  the  area  pursuant  to 
special  management  status. 


Response 

BLM  is  required  by  law,  FLPMA,  and  other  BLM  planning 
guidance  to  study  potential  rivers  in  the  course  of  planning 
for  the  management  and  use  of  the  public  lands.  Your 
recommendation  to  manage  the  river  corridor  as  a  special 
management  area  is  described  in  Appendix  E,  Production 
Resource  Enhancement  Alternative,  and  was  considered 
during  this  planning  process.  This  appendix  has  been  exten- 
sively revised  and  is  now  Appendix  A  to  this  document.  The 
22  miles  of  the  Rio  Grande  River  (Segments  B  and  C)  have 
been  determined  eligible  and  suitable  for  wild  and  scenic 
designation  and  is  designated  as  an  ACEC.  An  SRMA  will 
encompass  29  miles  of  river  corridor. 

Comment  114-12 

The  BLM  is  to  be  complemented  on  the  Rio  Grande  River 
Study  Report  (Appendix  E). 

Response 

Your  comments  are  appreciated;  however,  because  of  100  + 
comments,  the  study  report  has  been  revised  extensively  and 
is  part  of  this  proposed  RMP  (Appendix  A). 

Comments  116-1,124-1,124-5,  and  H5-1 

We  therefore  respectfully  request  that  you  withdraw  your 
recommendatilfcXo  include  this  portion  of  the  Rio  Grande 
River  in  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System. 

Response 

The  BLM  is  required  by  law,  FLPMA,  and  other  planning 
guidance  to  study  potential  rivers  in  the  course  of  planning 
for  the  management  and  use  of  the  public  lands.  Please  also 
refer  to  our  response  to  Comment  107-24,  page  2-44. 

Comment  120-1 

Please  consider  designating  the  reach  of  the  Rio  Grande 
between  Lobatos  Bridge  and  the  N.M.  state  line  as  a  Special 
Resource  Management  area  administered  as  if  it  were  Wild 
and  Scenic  -  with  equal  emphasis  on  wildlife  protection  and 
recreation. 

Response 

The  lower  22  miles  of  the  river  have  been  determined 
eligible  and  suitable  for  wild  and  scenic  designation  and  will 
be  managed  according  to  interim  management  policy  out- 
lined in  Attachment  7  of  Appendix  A.  This  22-mile  portion 
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will  be  designated  as  an  ACEC  and  a  29-mile  portion  will 
be  managed  as  an  SRMA. 

Comment  124-3 

Secondly,  one  of  the  principal  reasons  the  Wild  and  Scenic 
River  Act  was  proposed  for  passage  by  Congress  was  to 
deter  the  building  of  river  dams.  Since  the  use  of  water  in 
the  Rio  Grande  is  so  tied  up  by  water  rights,  the  Rio  Grande 
Compact,  and  the  Closed  Basin  Project,  we  seriously  doubt 
that  dam  building  should  be  a  reason  to  put  it  under  protec- 
tion. 

Response 

Wild  and  scenic  designation  seeks  to  maintain  and  enhance 
the  existing  stream  conditions  of  a  river.  No  dams  nor  water 
projects  can  be  built  on  the  designated  river  segments.  New 
mining  claims  will  be  restricted.  The  intent  of  the  Act  is  to 
balance  the  unprotected  rivers  with  the  rivers  permanently 
protected. 

Comments  125-5  and  144-5 

Now  to  the  mighty  Rio  Grande  River,  all  41.5  miles  studied 
by  the  BLM  should  receive  Wild  and  Scenic  designation  and 
should  have  a  wide  protective  corridor.  The  Rio  Grande  is 
an  abused  river,  the  BLM  can  correct  this  condition  for  a 
few  miles. 

Response 

Your  concern  is  noted  and  is  carefully  being  considered. 
Please  refer  to  Appendix  A,  Rio  Grande  Wild  and  Scenic 
River  Study  Report  in  this  document. 

Comments  127-1  and  127-15 

Fifth,  we  commend  the  planners  objective  to  provide 
"[njonimpairment  interim  management"  for  the  river  cor- 
ridor. However,  the  RMP  should  provide  particular 
management  prescriptions  designed  to  protect  the  resource 
values  and  character  of  the  river  until  a  decision  is  reached 
regarding  their  designation,  BLM's  Guidelines  require 
agency  planners  to  establish  detailed  management  prescrip- 
tions. The  Guidelines  state:  "...  the  RMP  must  prescribe  the 
protection  (interim  management  prescriptions)  to  be 
provided  for  the  river  and  adjacent  public  land  area  pending 
the  suitability  and,  when  necessary,  subsequent  action  by  the 
Congress."  Guidelines,  Section  VIII.A.3.a,  at  p.  11  (em- 
phasis added). 


Response 

The  prescribed  nonimpairment  interim  management  is  out- 
lined in  Appendix  A,  Interim  Management  (section  7)  and 
Attachment  7. 

Comments  127-2,127-3,  and  127-4 

The  Draft  San  Luis  RMP  fails  to  comply  with  administrative 
guidance  to  examine  rivers  other  than  the  Rio  Grande.  The 
Draft  San  Luis  RMP  indicates  the  planners  did  not  examine 
any  potential  wild  and  scenic  rivers  other  than  the  Rio 
Grande.  Other  candidate  rivers  within  the  RMP  may  in- 
clude Black  Canyon,  South  Piney  Creek  and  Zapata  Creek, 
each  of  which  are  within  wilderness  study  areas  adjacent  to 
the  Rio  Grande  National  Forest.  See.  RMP  at  2-42.  The 
BLM  should  document  the  values  of  these  streams  and,  if 
outstandingly  remarkable  values  are  present,  coordinate  an 
eligibility  study  of  these  streams 

Response 

The  draft  San  Luis  RMP  did  fail  to  document  our  findings 
of  noneligibility  for  other  streams  in  the  planning  area. 
These  creeks  are  free-flowing,  but  the  consensus  of  the 
BLM  study  team  is  that  none  of  them  have  any  unique, 
outstandingly  remarkable  values  worthy  of  designation  to 
the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System.  See  Attachment 
1  in  Appendix  A  of  this  document.  The  candidate  rivers  you 
mentioned,  of  which  very  short  segments  occur  on  BLM-ad- 
ministered  land,  are  dry  gulches. 

Comment  127-6 

First,  our  principal  concern  is  with  the  "Analysis  and 
Evaluation"  section.  The  planners  do  not  seem  to  under- 
stand the  distinction  between  "recreational"  use.  and  a 
"recreational"  classification.  For  example,  the  planners  have 
apparently  decided,  based  upon  the  opinion  of  the  Alamosa 
Refuge  manager,  that  a  "recreational"  designation  is  not 
compatible  with  the  wildlife  refuge.  LL.  at  E-10.  A  river  is 
eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  national  rivers  system  if  it  pos- 
sesses one  or  more  outstandingly  remarkable  values. 

Response 

The  coordination  between  BLM  and  USFWS  concerning 
wild  and  scenic  designation  focuses  on  suitability  rather 
than  eligibility.  It  is  believed  that  designation  of  Segment  A 
as  an  addition  to  the  national  system,  under  any  classifica- 
tion, will  result  in  increased  publicity  and  public  awareness 
and  could  increase  the  potential  for  increased  public  use 
demands,  which  would  be  in  conflict  with  the  management 
objectives  of  the  refuge.  It  is  the  opinion  of  the  study  team 
that  there  are  outstandingly  remarkable  values  in  this 
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portion  of  the  river  corridor.  The  study  report  has  been 
extensively  revised  and  is  Appendix  A  of  this  proposed 
RMP. 

Comment  127-7 

Similarly,  the  study  states  that  Segments  A  and  B  do  not 
meet  the  "eligibility  requirements  for  wild,  scenic,  or  recrea- 
tion designation."  Jji.  at  E-ll.  The  next  several  sentences 
describe  criteria  that  are  relevant  to  classification,  i.e., 
shoreline  development,  but  that  are  absolutely  irrelevant  to 
a  determination  of  the  river's  eligibility.  Apparently,  these 
river  segments  do  not  qualify  for  either  wild  or  scenic 
classification.  If  that  is  the  case,  the  appropriate  classifica- 
tion if  (sic)  recreational.  The  planners,  however,  state  that 
since  the  river  recreational  values  "are  not  considered  to  be 
remarkable,  mainly  because  of  the  lack  of  a  unique  physical 
river  setting",  the  river  lacks  the  "outstandingly  remarkable 
recreation  values  required  for  a  recreation  classification." 
Id*  The  planners  are  simply  mistaken  in  this  conclusion. 
Outstandingly  remarkable  recreational  values  are  not  re- 
quired for  a  river  to  be  classified  as  recreational. 


explicitly  identified.  JLg*,  id*  at  E-3.  Agency  direction 
provides  that  the  appropriate  corridor  for  purposes  of  the 
study  is  one-quarter  mile  wide  on  each  side  of  the  river.  The 
apparent  failure  to  identify  those  outstandingly  remarkable 
values  within  one-quarter  mile  of  the  river  must  be  cor- 
rected. 

Response 

The  wild  and  scenic  river  study  team  is  aware  of  the  agency 
directed  minimum  study  area  of  one-quarter  mile  width 
from  each  bank,  and  did  in  fact  consider  the  resource  values 
there. 

The  study  corridor  is  initially  described  in  Chapter  2,  page 
2-49,  as  the  Rio  Grande  River  Corridor  Special  Recreation 
Management  Area.  In  the  same  paragraph,  it  is  explained 
that  a  portion  of  this  described  corridor  is  also  considered 
for  wild  and  scenic  river  designation.  Inadvertently,  this 
width  description  was  not  repeated  in  the  study  report  in 
Appendix  E.  The  study  report  has  been  revised  and  ex- 
panded as  Appendix  A  to  this  proposed  RMP/final  EIS. 


Response 


Comments  127-11  and  145-17 


In  light  of  additional  information,  (i.e.,  wildlife  values/visual 
resources/  scenic  viewshed)  and  from  public  review  of  the 
draft  RMP/EIS,  the  entire  41-mile  river  corridor  meets  the 
eligibility  requirements  and  has  been  classified.  Only  22 
miles  (Segments  B  and  C)  have  been  determined  suitable. 

Comment  127-8 

Further,  it  would  appear  that  Segment  B  at  least  received 
substantial  recreational  use.  See  id.  at  E-12  and  Table  E-l. 
American  Rivers  suggests  that  when  the  planners  revise  the 
study,  they  reconsider  whether  the  recreational  use  of  Seg- 
ment B  (and  A),  particularly  when  combined  with  the 
recreational  opportunities  of  the  river  downstream,  qualify 
asloXitstandingly  remarkable. 

Response 

The  amount  of  recreational  use  of  Segment  A  of  the  Rio 
Grande  River  has  not  been  documented.  Observations  by 
BLM  personnel  lead  us  to  believe  that  this  is  of  a  dispersed 
nature  and  is  not  nearly  as  high  as  that  in  Segments  B  and 
C,  which  are  the  preferred  and  most  accessible  areas  of  the 
Rio  Grande  River  Upper  and  Lower  Boxes.  The  study 
report  (Appendix  A)  has  been  revised. 

Comment  127-10 

Third,  although  the  study  identifies  the  length  of  the  river 
segment  that  is  studied,  the  width  of  the  corridor  is  never 


Fourth,  the  study  should  identify  the  resource  values  present 
in  each  segment  to  determine  whether  the  segment  posses- 
ses outstandingly  remarkable  values.  The  study  fails  to  do 
this. 

Response 

The  Physical  Description  and  the  Analysis  and  Evaluation 
sections  of  the  study  report  consider  riparian,  cultural, 
water  quality,  recreation,  paleontological,  vegetation,  fish 
and  wildlife,  scenic,  and  geological  values,  as  well  as  owner- 
ship patterns. 

Conclusions  concerning  "outstandingly  remarkable"  values, 
which  differ  from  the  professional  judgment  of  the  study 
team,  do  not  indicate  these  values  were  not  identified  and 
considered. 

The  study  report  has  been  revised  and  expanded  as  Appen- 
dix A  for  this  proposed  RMP/final  EIS.  Additional  informa- 
tion regarding  wildlife  values,  visual  resources,  and  scenic 
viewshed  indicate  Segment  A  is  eligible  for  wild  and  scenic 
designation;  however,  BLM  does  not  believe  this  segment 
meets  suitability  criteria  because  of  manageability. 

Comments  127-12&13,131-2,132-3&6,  and 
138-1 

Section  B  has  the  necessary  attributes  of  a  scenic  river  under 
the  Wild  and  Scenic  River  Act  -  wildlife  and  recreation 
opportunities  are  present.  It  should  be  included  in  a  Wild 
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and  Scenic  Bill  and  Section  A  should  be  further  investigated 
for  inclusion. 

Response 

Segment  B  has  been  further  evaluated  and  determined  to 
be  eligible  and  suitable  for  wild  and  scenic  designation. 

Segment  A  was  considered  separately  because  of  the  small 
amount  of  public  land  adjacent  to  the  river.  Without  sub- 
stantial control  (40  to  50  percent)  of  the  shoreline,  BLM 
would  not  have  the  ability  to  regulate  access  and  public  use 
there.  The  study  report  has  been  revised  and  expanded  as 
Appendix  A  to  this  proposed  RMP/fmal  EIS. 

Comment  127-14 

Segment  C  appears  to  possess  outstandingly  remarkable 
scenic,  fish  and  wildlife,  and  recreational  values.  Id.  The 
geologic  values  of  the  area  also  appear  to  qualify  it  for  the 
national  system.  LL  at  E-10. 

Response 

American  Rivers  and  the  BLM  study  team  are  in  agreement 
concerning  the  eligibility  and  suitability  of  Segment  C  of  the 
Rio  Grande  River  to  be  recommended  as  an  addition  to  the 
National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System.  Segments  A  and  B 
have  been  determined  eligible  and  Segment  B  has  also  been 
determined  suitable. 

Comment  128-7 

The  Rio  Grande  is  over-appropriated  with  over  5,000  cfs 
decreed  water  rights  with  priority  dates  of  1916  or  earlier. 
The  Rio  Grande  is  highly  regulated  and  water  use  is  very 
important  to  the  economy  of  the  basin.  There  appears  to  be 
no  benefit  to  designating  the  lower  reach  as  wild  and  scenic. 

Response 

The  primary  purpose  of  wild  and  scenic  river  designation  is 
to  maintain  the  outstandingly  remarkable  values  and  free- 
flowing  characteristics  of  designated  rivers.  The  designation 
seeks  to  maintain  and  enhance  the  existing  stream  condi- 
tions. No  dams  nor  water  projects  can  be  built  on  the 
designated  river  segment.  Please  refer  to  com- 
ment/response 107-16. 

Comment  131-1 

The  New  Mexico  River  Outfitters  Association  concurs  with 
the  findings  of  the  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
EIS  that  Segment  C  of  the  Rio  Grande  River,  from  Lobatos 
Bridge  to  the  State  line,  should  be  added  to  the  National 


Wild  and  Scenic  River  System,  so  as  to  better  protect  the 
entirety  of  the  Rio  Grande  Gorge  and  the  outstanding 
wilderness  and  recreation  values  located  therein. 

Response 

The  lower  22  miles  of  the  river  have  been  determined 
eligible  and  suitable  for  wild  and  scenic  designation.  This 
22-mile  portion  will  be  designated  as  an  ACEC;  however, 
29  miles  will  be  managed  as  an  SRMA. 

Comments  132-1, 141 -2,1 45-22,and  151-1 

We  feel  the  Natural  Resource  Enhancement  Alternative  is 
the  most  appropriate  alternative  for  the  management  of  the 
41  mile  distance  of  river  under  study; 

Response 

Your  written  input  to  the  San  Luis  Resource  Management 
Plan  is  appreciated.  Your  concern  is  noted  and  is  carefully 
being  considered.  For  more  information  see  response  127-7 
and  Appendix  A  of  this  proposed  RMP/final  EIS. 

Comment  H8-1 

I'm  speaking  against  the  proposed  designation  of  a  wild  and 
scenic  river  from  the  New  Mexico  border  northward  be- 
cause I  have  seen,  especially  that  private  land  in  the  San  Luis 
Valley  has  been  the  most  efficient  means  of  improving  the 
environment  as  far  as  greenry  (sic)  and  as  far  as  wildlife 
population  is  concerned  here  in  the  San  Luis  Valley. 

Response 

It  is  not  the  desire  nor  goal  of  the  government  to  interfere 
or  regulate  activities  on  private  lands  within  a  designated 
W&SR  corridor.  Current  uses  of  the  river  and  adjoining 
lands  will  be  allowed  to  continue.  In  the  BLM  resource 
management  planning  process,  private  landowners'  con- 
cerns are  considered  and  evaluated  as  to  their  compatibility 
with  other  resources  within  the  corridor.  A  primary  objec- 
tive of  wild  and  scenic  river  designation  is  to  maintain  and 
enhance  river-related  natural  values. 

Comments  H9-3,H18-4,H18-8,  and  H18-13 

What  are  the  water  quality  standards.  How  will  it  affect  the 
close  basin  project  and  it's  operation. 

Response 

The  Rio  Grande  River  downstream  from  the  Alamosa  County 
line  is  classified  for  recreation  class  I  (body  contact),  aquatic 
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class  I  (warm  and  cold  water  fisheries),  and  agricultural 
uses.  The  existing  water  quality  meets  these  standards. 
Water  quality  standards  are  not  specifically  defined  in  the 
National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act;  only  that  waters  must 
be  unpolluted  in  segments  classified  and  designated  as 
"wild."  No  water  quality  standards  are  listed  at  all  for  scenic 
or  recreation  river  classifications.  The  existing  Federal 
Clean  Water  Act  national  goal,  however,  is  for  all  waters  to 
be  fishable  and  swimmable. 

Section  12(c)  of  the  Act  states  that  the  head  of  any  agency 
administering  a  component  of  the  national  wild  and  scenic 
river  system  shall  cooperate  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte- 
rior and  with  the  appropriate  state  water  pollution  control 
agencies  for  the  purpose  of  eliminating  or  diminishing  the 
pollution  of  waters  of  the  river.  Section  13(e)  states  that 
nothing  in  the  Act  shall  be  construed  to  alter,  amend,  repeal, 
interpret,  modify,  or  conflict  with  any  interstate  compact 
made  by  any  states  with  any  portion  of  the  national  wild  and 
scenic  river  system. 

Existing  stream  conditions  are  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  needs 
of  any  special  management  designation.  Also  see  response 
to  Water  Resources  Comment  107-18,  page  2-16. 

VISUAL  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT 

Comment  91-4 

We  recommend  at  a  minimum  these  areas  be  given  a  no 
surface  occupancy  stipulation.  The  plan  also  fails  to  provide 
protection  stipulations  for  cultural  sites,  waterfowl  areas, 
municipal  watersheds,  scenic  vistas,  and  public  highway 
viewshed.  Rare,  threatened  and  endangered  species  of 
wildlife  should  be  inventoried  and  their  habitat  be  closed  to 
leasing. 

Response 

Special  lease  stipulations  for  threatened  and  endangered 
species  and  cultural  sites  were  determined  to  be  unneces- 
sary as  the  standard  lease  terms,  regulations,  and  existing 
legislation  provide  sufficient  protection  of  these  resources. 
There  are  no  municipal  watersheds  situated  on  public  lands 
within  the  SLRA  so  no  stipulation  is  needed.  The  waterfowl 
areas  within  the  planning  area  have  been  provided  with  a 
timing  limitation  stipulation  in  order  to  avoid  an  increase  in 
nest  abandonment  or  an  altering  of  breeding  behavior.  This 
was  determined  to  be  sufficient  mitigation  for  these  sites. 
An  analysis  of  impacts  to  visual  resources  did  not  identify  a 
need  for  the  imposition  of  special  leasing  stipulations  within 
the  SLRA. 


Comment  145-21 

VISUAL  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  -  We  support  the 
objective  of  the  Natural  Resource  Enhancement  Alterna- 
tive, with  one  additional  concern.  Our  recommendation  of 
holistic  management  for  the  Rio  Grande  Corridor  and  ad- 
jacent proposed  ACEC's  motivates  this  addition  to  the 
SLRMP:  that  this  region  of  the  RA  is  currently  VRM  Class 
II  and  should  be  identified  as  such  in  the  RMP  with  ap- 
propriate management  to  follow. 

Response 

The  scenic  quality  of  the  BLM  lands  surrounding  the  sig- 
nificant areas  identified  in  your  comment  are  considered  to 
be  fairly  common  to  this  physiographic  region.  The  com- 
bined importance  of  scenic  quality,  visibility,  and  visual 
sensitivity,  however,  are  considered  to  be  high  enough  to 
warrant  management  of  the  surrounding  areas  as  Class  II. 

The  management  objectives  for  Class  II  lands  are  very 
restrictive.  Changes  in  any  of  the  basic  elements  caused  by 
a  management  activity  should  not  be  evident  in  the  charac- 
teristic landscape. 

Comment  H26-3 

Another  area  that  we  feel  is  very  important  are  special 
recreation  management  areas  and  wild  and  scenic  river 
corridors.  The  Rio  Grande  did  receive  a  no-surface  oc- 
cupancy designation,  but  once  again,  we  would  prefer  no- 
lease  in  those  areas,  mainly  because  there  could  be  impacts 
from  directional  drilling  from  outside  of  the  area  within  the 
viewshed,  or  something  of  that  nature. 

Response 

The  impacts  to  visual  resources  as  a  result  of  fluid  mineral 
operations  were  considered  in  our  analysis  of  the 
SRMA/ACEC/wild  and  scenic  suitability  areas.  Specifically, 
the  visual  resources  within  the  Rio  Grande  River  Corridor 
were  an  important  factor  in  the  decision  to  require  a  no 
surface  occupancy  stipulation.  This  decision,  however,  was 
based  on  a  determination  that  an  NSO  provides  the  neces- 
sary visual  protection  and  also  provides  the  opportunity  to 
lease  the  fluid  mineral  resources  for  possible  development 
by  methods  from  outside  the  corridor.  Fluid  mineral  opera- 
tions on  public  lands  adjacent  to  these  areas  as  well  as  all 
public  lands  within  the  resource  area  will  utilize  the  visual 
mitigation  measures  identified  as  standard  operating  prac- 
tices in  the  minerals  appendix. 
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Comment  H26-5 


Response 


Another  concept  that  the  Forest  Service  is  using  in  their 
Pike/San  Isabel  oil  and  gas  lease  amendment  is  to  have 
corridors  along  public  highways  in  which  a  lease  surface 
occupancy  will  not  be  permitted  to  protect  the  viewshed 
along  public  highway  rights-of-way.  We  would  recommend 
BLM  do  this.  Also  as  well  as  in  areas  where  there  may  be 
scenic  vistas  along  highways  or  trails. 

Response 

The  analysis  of  impacts  to  visual  resources  from  fluid 
mineral  operations  based  on  the  reasonably  foreseeable 
development  for  the  SLRMP  identified  that  the  short-term 
impacts  to  visual  resources  during  the  drilling  stage  did  not 
warrant  such  a  restrictive  stipulation.  The  use  of  standard 
operating  practices  during  production  operations  will  suffi- 
ciently mitigate  the  impacts  through  screening,  siting,  and 
color  requirements  (see  Appendix  C). 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL  RESOURCES 


Comments  5-4,26-3,37-2,53-2,80-1 1 4-1 , 
153-8,H19-3,H20-1 

We  have  documented  incidents  of  archaeological  resource 
vandalism  and  theft  along  our  common  boundary  with  the 
Sand  Castle  area.  OHV  use  may  adversely  affect  ar- 
cheological  sites  and  can  lead  to  increased  site  vandalism. 
Again,  the  question  of  OHV  regulation  and  the  protection 
of  important  resources  surfaces. 


It  is  the  policy  of  this  Bureau  to  fully  comply  with  all  legis- 
lation, regulations,  and  agreements  that  affect  the  manage- 
ment and  any  subsequent  disposition  of  cultural  resources. 
This  includes  compliance  with  36  CFR  800  as  well  as  pro- 
cedure detailed  in  the  programmatic  memorandum  of 
agreement  (PMOA)  with  your  office.  SHPO  will  be  af- 
forded every  opportunity  for  timely  comment  on  any  neces- 
sary actions. 

Comments  80-2,91-4 

Due  to  the  importance  of  the  cultural  resources  within  the 
San  Luis  Valley,  we  strongly  urge  that  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  develop  a  cultural  resource  management  plan 
for  this  area.  The  plan  also  fails  to  provide  protective 
stipulations  for  cultural  sites 

Response 

Cultural  resources  are  fully  protected  by  Federal  legislation 
dating  from  1906  through  the  Archaeological  Protection  Act 
of  1979  as  amended  in  1989.  BLM  policy  in  complying  with 
these  various  regulations  includes  the  inventory  of  these 
resources,  the  assessment  of  their  significance,  and  the 
mitigation  of  any  adverse  impacts  on  these  resources.  This 
current  management  effort  will  provide  the  base  for  various 
cultural  resource  management  plans  (CRMPs);  e.g., 
Punche  Valley,  La  Garita  Creek,  Dry  Creek,  etc.  A  valley- 
wide  CRMP  will  also  be  done  on  the  remaining  cultural 
resources.  These  plans  will  recommend  the  disposition  of 
individual  sites  for  the  greatest  benefit  to  the  public. 


Response 

OHV  use  constitutes  the  greatest  threat  to  cultural  resour- 
ces in  this  area.  BLM  studies  on  the  western  slope  directly 
correlate  vehicular  access  to  a  high  incidence  of  vandalism. 
It  is  known  that  the  Sand  Castle  area  contains  a  dense  base 
of  archaeological  resources,  however,  a  complete  inventory 
is  lacking. 

The  OHV  play  area  will  not  be  recommended  in  the 
proposed  RMP/final  EIS  and  OHV  concerns  will  be  ad- 
dressed in  a  CRMAP,  which  will  emphasize  cultural  and 
ecological  values  rather  than  OHV  use  in  the  area. 

Comment  80-1 

Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  as 
implemented  by  the  Advisory  Council  regulations  36  CFR 
800  must  be  followed  on  all  projects  that  have  the  potential 
to  affect  cultural  resources. 


ECONOMIC  CONDITIONS  AND 
SOCIAL  ENVIRONMENT 

Comments  85-5,1 04-1 0,1 1 8-1 1 ,1 22-1 1 , 
and  135-11 

Please  extend  additional  12.3  miles  of  river  (north)  to 
Lasauses  cemetery  -  this  is  a  valuable  habitat  stretch  of 
water  lands.  Encouraged  recreational  uses  will  guarantee 
economic  increase  &  tourists  will  enjoy  these  preserved 
lands. 

Response 

The  region  will  benefit  economically  from  the  proposed 
designation  of  the  22-mile  portion  of  the  Rio  Grande  River 
determined  eligible  and  suitable  as  a  wild  and  scenic  river. 
BLM  is  mandated  by  FLPMA  and  other  planning  guidance 
to  analyze  rivers  and  streams  for  eligibility  and  suitability. 
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These  criteria  identify  values  other  than  economic  to  be 
considered  for  determination  of  eligibility  and  suitability. 

Comments  107-7,119-2,  and  H8-2 

Yet,  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  makes  no  inquiry 
into  the  source  of  the  water  for  such  flows  or  the  economic 
and  environmental  impact  on  other  water  users  and  citizens 
within  the  San  Luis  Valley  as  the  result  of  efforts  to  acquire 
those  instream  flow  rights. 

Response 

Impacts  to  San  Luis  agriculture  are  not  expected.  Please  see 
response  128-2,  page  2-15,  under  Water  Resources,  on  the 
likelihood  of  water  being  taken  from  the  present  San  Luis 
users.  Since  there  is  no  expected  change  to  water  in  the 
valley  from  Congressional  designation  of  the  river  as  a 
component  to  the  national  system,  it  is  very  unlikely  there 
will  be  any  kind  of  impact  to  the  social  environment  of  the 
valley  water  users. 

Comment  H25-4 

. .  .don't  know  how  much  activity  the  Rio  Grande  gets  in  that 
stretch,  but  I  think  it  might  be  useful  for  the  BLM  to 
promote  a  more  recreational  use.  Certainly  the  wild  and 
scenic  river  status  would  help  that.  I  think  it  would  also  help 
the  local  economy,  which  has  a  reputation  for  being  not  very 
good. 

Response 

No  recreation  projections  of  use  were  made.  Increases  in 
use,  no  doubt,  will  help  the  local  economy  as  tourists  will 
spend  money  in  the  local  areas.  Please  see  response  to 
H25-4  under  Recreation. 

Comment  H31-2 

We  need  to  look  at  cost/benefit  ratios  which  take  into  ac- 
count the  aesthetic  and  scenic  values  of  an  ACEC. 

Response 

The  benefits  or  willingness  to  pay  for  aesthetic  or  scenic 
values  are  not  bought  and  sold  in  well  defined  markets  and 
will  be  very  difficult  to  measure.  Because  of  lack  of  informa- 
tion on  benefits,  we  have  not  done  a  cost/benefit  analysis  of 
ACECs.  We  do  know  generally  that  "designating"  or  "setting 
aside"  areas  produce  some  tourist  dollar  benefits  indirectly. 


HAZARDS  MANAGEMENT 


Comment  93-2 

On  page  2-58,  we  note  that  man-made  hazards  vary  from 
area  to  area  within  the  planning  area,  and  "a  more  detailed 
inventory  is  needed  to  determine  the  nature  of  these  hazards 
(content,  size,  value,  toxicity,  etc.)."  While  many  of  these 
sites  have  been  identified  and  barriers  and  signs  have  been 
posted,  there  were  no  plans  noted  for  further  study.  Mitiga- 
tion plans  should  be  identified  in  the  Final  Plan/EIS  regard- 
ing human  health  and  safety  and  the  identification  of 
additional  hazardous  areas,  including  abandoned  mine 
shafts  which  are  expected  to  be  in  the  area. 

Response 

Mitigation  plans  regarding  human  health  and  safety  will  be 
developed  on  a  case-by-case  basis  according  to  resource 
priorities  set  forth  in  the  land  use  plans.  This  will  be  done 
through  site-specific  Federal  actions;  e.g.,  APDs,  ROWs, 
permits,  etc.  Colorado  Mined  Land  Reclamation  Board  has 
taken  the  lead  in  determining  mitigation  needs  and 
priorities  in  extensive  mining  areas  (abandoned  mine  shafts, 
adits,  etc.). 

SPECIAL  STATUS  PLANT  AND 
ANIMAL  VALUES 

Comment  15-2 

In  this  locality  there  are  occasional  wetlands  where  the 
water  table  rises  above  the  surface  in  small  depressions. 
These  wetlands  include  many  species  of  plants  (including 
Cleome  multicaulis,  a  plant  which  the  draft  lists  as  one 
deserving  special  consideration)  and  supports  many  species 
of  birds,  mammals,  and  amphibians.  To  allow  off-road 
vehicles  access  to  these  wetlands  can  only  seriously  damage 
them. 

Response 

Damage  occurs  to  fauna  through  damage  or  destruction  of 
nesting  areas,  feeding  areas,  cover  as  well  as  from  harass- 
ment. Flora  impacts  can  be  very  critical  since  these  areas 
are  of  limited  size.  The  plants  grow  in  a  narrow  band  around 
the  perimeter  of  these  limited  areas,  and  the  limited  habitat 
is  totally  crucial.  OHV  use  is  limited  to  designated  roads 
and  trails  or  through  seasonal  limitations. 
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Comments  19-1,23-1,30-1,41-1,49-1,  62-1, 
75-1 ,81 -2,82-1 ,83-1, 88-1, H27-2,  and  H31-4 

I  would  like  to  suggest  the  addition  of  Elephant  Rocks  to 
the  ACEC.  My  understanding,  there  are  sensitive  and  rare 
plant  communities  which  would  benefit  from  protection. 

Response 

By  law,  BLM  is  required  to  clear  all  sites  for  sensitive  plants 
prior  to  allowing  surface-disturbing  activities;  therefore, 
minimal  protection  is  provided. 

Based  on  added  information  and  re-evaluation  of  the  area, 
Elephant  Rocks  will  be  added  as  an  ACEC  in  the  proposed 
RMP/fmal  EIS.  This  designation  will  provide  additional 
protection  for  special  plant  values. 

Comment  91-4 

We  recommend  at  a  minimum  these  areas  be  given  a  no 
surface  occupancy  stipulation.  The  plan  also  fails  to  provide 
protective  stipulations  for  cultural  sites,  waterfowl  areas, 
municipal  watersheds,  scenic  vistas,  and  public  highway 
viewshed.  Rare,  threatened  and  endangered  species  of 
wildlife  should  be  inventoried  and  their  habitat  be  closed  to 
leasing. 

Response 

No  surface  occupancy  (NSO)  is  considered  a  rather  severe 
stipulation.  These  ACECs  are  identified  in  the  draft 
RMP/EIS  and  will  red  flag  any  future  action  proposed. 
Before  any  action  is  approved,  BLM  is  required  to  consult 
with  the  appropriate  authorities  including  those  listed  in  the 
plan.  As  far  as  leasing  goes,  the  habitats  are  so  narrow,  any 
location  can  be  properly  determined  in  the  APD  process. 
The  broad  black-footed  ferret  area  is  suspected  habitat  and 
applies  to  prairie  dog  towns  that  are  generally  small  enough 
that  an  oil  and  gas  operation  can  be  located  to  avoid  poten- 
tial impacts. 

Comment  92-3 

The  BLM  should  consider  what  steps  might  be  possible  to 
help  protect  the  colony  of  Brazilian  free-tailed  bats 
(Tadarida  hrasiliensis)  at  the  Orient  Mine.  This  is  a  very 
unique  situation,  the  northern  most  known  colony  of 
predominantly  male  bats  of  this  species  know  in  the  world. 
I  realize  that  the  land  is  privately  owned,  but  it  is  almost 
totally  surrounded  by  BLM  land.  The  Black  Canyon  desig- 
nation will  help  protect  this  area,  at  least  from  the  east.  If  I 
read  your  maps  correctly,  woodland  timber  harvest  would 
only  occur  to  the  south  around  Garner  Creek.  Seasonal  use 
restrictions  around  the  site  would  be  of  great  benefit  to 


protecting  the  roost  site,  say  from  1  June  through  31  Oc- 
tober. This  is  the  time  period  when  the  bats  are  using  the 
mine.  I  would  be  more  than  happy  to  work  with  you  on  this 
subject  if  you  agree  that  additional  special  considerations 
are  warranted. 

Response 

These  private  lands  were  not  identified  for  acquisition  by 
BLM,  and  we  do  not  have  a  plan  to  manage  this  bat  species 
on  these  private  lands  or  on  the  scattered  adjacent  BLM- 
administered  tracts.  Disposal  of  the  referenced  scattered 
parcels  of  BLM-administered  lands  probably  will  occur 
through  this  plan.  BLM  will  fully  support  your  agency's 
efforts  to  protect  this  colony  of  free-tailed  bats  at  the  Orient 
Mine  by  offering  these  lands  to  the  Colorado  Division  of 
Wildlife  on  a  priority  basis.  Although  we  do  not  intend  to 
manage  these  small  scattered  tracts,  we  do  appreciate  your 
concern  and  will  support  your  agency  in  blocking  up  these 
lands  under  your  ownership  in  order  to  protect  this  colony 
of  bats. 

Comment  111-1 

The  Federal  Status  of  Listed  Threatened  shown  in  Table 
2-35  on  page  2-60  of  is  in  error.  Also,  its  habitat  description 
in  Table  2-35  should  read  "ponderosa  savannah  with  fescue 
grassland  on  deep  soils  over  volcanic  substrates." 

Response 

You  are  correct  and  the  changes  have  been  made.  Please 
also  see  response  152-3. 

Comment  127-5 

The  presence  of  a  candidate  T&E  plant  suggest  that 
Rajadero  (sic)  Canyon  may  possess  outstandingly  remark- 
able ecological  values.  LL  at  H-9. 

Response 

At  present  this  species  is  not  a  candidate;  however,  we 
realize  that  new  data  exists  that  was  not  available  from  the 
CNAP  1986  plant  inventory  contract.  In  light  of  new  infor- 
mation from  public  comments  on  the  draft  RMP/draft  EIS, 
we  have  re-examined  the  ACEC  relevance  and  importance 
criteria  and  now  are  proposing  designation  of  Ra  Jadero 
Canyon  as  an  ACEC. 

Comment  150-1 

First,  we  believe  the  Draft  RMP  is  seriously  deficient  in  that 
it  does  not  acknowledge  and  incorporate  BLM  national 
policy  with  regard  to  federal  ESA  Candidate  plant  and 
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animal  species-i.e.,  that  candidate  species  are  to  be  treated 
for  planning  and  management  activities  as  if  they  were 
listed,  and  that  Resource  Areas  are  directed  to  identify  and 
designate  qualified  ACECs.  In  the  "Existing  Management" 
alternative,  Areas  of  Special  Concern  section  (p.3-13),  no 
ACECs  are  proposed,  despite  the  acknowledgement  that  a 
number  of  sites  meeting  the  ACEC  relevancy  and  impor- 
tance criteria  exist. 

Response 

ACEC  is  an  administrative  designation  designed  to  provide 
managers  with  a  "flag"  to  indicate  certain  areas  may  require 
special  management.  There  is,  however,  to  our  knowledge 
no  BLM  nor  national  policy  that  requires  ACEC  designa- 
tion of  sites  that  meet  relevance  and  importance  criteria. 
The  presence  of  special  plant  species  in  an  area  does  not 
automatically  require  ACEC  designation.  Some  of  the 
recommended  sites  for  ACEC  designation;  i.e.,  San  Luis 
Hills  WSA,  Sand  Castle,  Trickle  Mountain,  Los  Mogotes, 
do  have  special  plants,  which  would  be  given  protective 
management  under  ACEC  designation.  Ra  Jadero  Canyon 
and  Elephant  Rocks  have  been  added  as  ACECs,  both  of 
which  have  special  plant  values. 

Comment  150-2 

Similarly  the  Special  Status  Plant  and  Animal  Species  sec- 
tion (p.3-13)  does  not  even  mention  candidate  or  state 
special  concern  list  species.  Based  on  our  understanding  of 
BLM  national  policy,  we  believe  that  these  two  sections 
must  be  revised  in  the  Existing  Management  and  Resource 
Production  alternatives.  This  will  then  necessitate  further 
revisions  in  summaries  and  tables. 

Response 

The  words  "threatened  and  endangered"  should  be  replaced 
with  "these  special  status,"  which  makes  the  "species"  men- 
tioned range  from  sensitive  through  candidate  to 
threatened  and  endangered  species.  The  change  has  been 
made  in  this  document. 

Comments  1 50-4,1 50-5,and  150-6 

Table  2-36  also  contains  a  number  of  errors.  The  subheading 
"sensitive  floristic  communities"  does  not  seem  appropriate 
for  all  of  the  areas  grouped  within  that  title.  The  "sensitive 
plant  association"  listings  use  a  ranking  scheme  no  longer 
used  by  CNAP.  Both  footnotes  are  incorrect  for  reasons 
stated  above.  We  recommend  this  table  be  omitted  entirely, 
as  it  seems  to  add  more  confusion  that  enlightenment,  or  at 
least  revised  with  information  and  terminology  from  CNAP. 
If  you  wish  to  retain  Table  2-36,  we  could  provide  more 
detailed  suggestions. 


Response 

Your  comments  are  appreciated  and  very  correct.  CNAP 
did  offer  us  suggestions  already  and  we  have  adopted  them. 

Comment  150-8 

As  noted  on  page  2-42,  we  agree  that  special  management 
is  required  to  assure  that  Neoparrya  lithophila  habitat  is  not 
degraded.  Although  at  present  the  vegetation  associated 
with  the  rocks  is  in  relatively  good  condition,  the  grassy 
areas  among  the  rock  outcrops  are  in  comparatively  poor 
condition. 

Response 

The  "associated"  vegetation  condition  does  not  necessarily 
point  to  the  condition  of  Neoparrya  lithophila.  This  area  has 
no  current  use,  including  grazing,  that  would  result  in  "poor" 
condition  of  any  vegetation.  Past  use  obviously  degraded  the 
whole  ecosystem,  and  it  is  now  probably  in  quite  early  serai 
stage.  BLM  contracted  the  species  and  habitat  studies  to 
CNAP.  It  is  more  likely  that  N.  lithophila  will  disappear  if 
the  vegetation  were  to  improve  to  a  later  serai  stage. 

Comment  152-2 

Astragalus  ripleyi  is  not  listed  as  threatened  under  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  at  this  time.  It  is  not  yet  an  official 
candidate  for  listing  (Category  2),  but  will  be  published  as 
such  in  an  updated  Federal  Register  notice  due  out  in  1990. 
The  second  sentence  under  Special  Status  Plant  Species 
should  read:  "Several  federal  candidate  and/or  sensitive 
plant  species  occur  in  the  resource  area  which  could  be- 
come listed  as  threatened  and  endangered  without  ap- 
propriate management."  Astragalus  ripleyi  is  currently 
being  considered  for  listing  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  and  is  the  subject  of  a  status  survey  by  CNAP  (report 
due  out  in  February  1990).  The  national  policy  of  the  BLM 
with  respect  to  candidate  species  is  to  treat  them  as  if  there 
listed  in  all  planning  processes. 

Response 

You  are  correct  in  your  first  and  second  sentences,  and  we 
will  correct  this  error  and  make  the  change  to  Category  2, 
as  in  the  1990  Federal  Register. 

The  first  sentence  in  paragraph  one,  page  2-59  should  read 

"No  plant  species  were  identified "  The  plan  does  clearly 

state  that  clearance  and  consultation  are  required  on 
threatened  and  endangered  and  special  status  plants  and 
animals.  Page  2-59  states  Bureau  policy  and  objectives;  also 
see  page  3-8,  which  gives  management  common  to  all  alter- 
natives. 
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Comment  152-3 


Comment  152-8 


Table  2-35.  The  federal  status  of  Astragalus  ripleyi  is  not  LT, 
as  the  table  indicates.  The  federal  status  should  be  Category 
2. 

Habitat  for  Astragalus  ripleyi  is:  fescue  grasslands  near  or 
in  open  ponderosa  pine  or  pinyon-juniper  woodlands  on 
volcanic  substrates. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  comment  152-2  for  statement  two  regarding 
habitat  description.  We  have  made  the  change  as  you  state. 
Your  update/revision  of  your  organization's  description  is 
appreciated. 

Comment  152-4 

Footnotes  to  Table  2-35  should  read: 

"These  ranking  are  provided  by  the  Colorado  Natural  Areas 
Program  (CNAP).  This  standardized  ranking  procedure 
was  developed  by  CNAP  to  assist  land  managers  in  assess- 
ing status  and  management  needs  for  plant  species  of  spe- 
cial concern  to  the  state  of  Colorado." 

"List  1.      Federal  threatened  or  endangered  plant 
species  that  are  rare  throughout  their  range,  including 
species  endemic  to  Colorado. 

List  1*.     Plant  species  presumed  extinct. 

List  2*.     Plant  species  presumed  extirpated  from 
Colorado. 

List  2.       Plant  species  which  are  rare  in  Colorado  but 
relatively  common  elsewhere  within  their  range. 

List  3.       Plant  species  which  appear  to  be  rare  but  for 
which  conclusive  information  is  lacking. 

List  4.       Plans  of  limited  distribution  or  of  special  in- 
terest which  appear  secure  at  this  time  (watch  list)." 

"  The  symbols  utilized  in  the  Federal  Status  column 
(Table  2-35). . . ." 

Response 


"Sensitive  Plant  Habitats"  would  be  more  appropriate  ter- 
minology for  Elephant  Rocks  and  Flat  Top  Mesa  than  "Sen- 
sitive Floristic  Communities".  "High  Quality  Plant 
Communities"  would  be  preferable  to  "Sensitive  Plant  As- 
sociations". 

Response 

Your  second  suggestion  has  been  considered,  and  the  ter- 
minology has  been  changed  to  "High  Quality  Plant  Com- 
munities." 

Comment  152-9 

CNAP  no  longer  uses  the  ranking  procedure  developed  by 
The  Nature  Conservancy  for  use  by  Heritage  program  (e.g., 
G3S2).  The  Colorado  Natural  Areas  Program  considers 
high  quality  remnant  examples  of  native  plant  communities 
to  be  worthy  of  protection  as  representative  examples  of 
Colorado's  natural  environment.  In  some  instances  such 
plant  communities  may  be  of  regional  significance;  in 
others,  they  are  of  national  significance. 

Response 

We  appreciate  the  updated  changes  to  CNAP  special  plants 
report  of  1986. 

Comment  152-10 

All  footnotes  from  Table  2-36  should  be  eliminated.  They 
are  either  erroneous  or  misleading. 

Response 

Thank  you  for  your  information.  We  have  corrected  the 
erroneous  footnotes;  however,  they  have  been  retained  be- 
cause we  believe  it  is  appropriate  to  list  the  information 
source. 

Comment  152-11 

For  the  contents  of  the  lower  portion  of  Table  2-36,  we 
suggest  the  following: 


Thank  you  for  the  update  on  the  lists.  Please  consider  the 
changes  made  as  you  suggested.  We  have  corrected  footnote 
2  to  read  "Table  2-35  instead  of  Table  2.23-1." 
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Special  Vegetation  Resources 


Status 


Southern  Rocky  Mountain  Lower  further 

Montane  Grasslands  study 

examples:  Arizona  fescue-mountain 
muhly;  Arizona  fescue-slim  muhly; 

winterfat/Indian  ricegrasss 

Southern  Rocky  Mountain  Lower  further 

Montane  Woodlands  study 

examples:  bristlecone  pine/Arizona 

fescue-mountain  muhly 

Ponderosa  pine  woodlands  further 

examples:  ponderosa  pine/Arizona       study 

fescue-mountain  muhly 

Pinon-Juniper  Woodlands  further 

examples:  pinon  pine-Rocky  Mountain     study 
juniper 

Response 

Thank  you  for  updating  us  on  your  new  treatment  of  sensi- 
tive plant  associations  (this  title  has  been  changed  to  "High 
Quality  Plant  Communities");  please  see  comment  152-8. 

Comment  152-12 

High  quality  examples  of  these  plant  communities  may  be 
found  in  Trickle  Mountain/Sheep  Creek,  East  Creek,  and 
Flat  Top/San  Luis  Hills  areas.  Evaluations  of  these  plant 
communities  should  be  conducted  to  ascertain  their  condi- 
tion. Historical  grazing  practices  have  significantly  altered 
native  grasslands  and  the  native  understory  in  woodland 
communities  throughout  the  San  Luis  Valley  and  the  semi- 
arid  western  United  States,  rendering  high  quality  relictual 
vegetation  areas  of  regional  as  well  as  national  significance. 

Response 

We  appreciate  your  comments.  Vegetative  monitoring  will 
be  implemented  through  activity  plans;  i.e.,  allotment 
management  and  habitat  management  plans. 

Comment  152-14 

The  phrase  "plant  associations"  should  be  changed  to  "plant 
communities".  Who  makes  the  "necessary"  determination  of 
inventory  and  monitoring  needs  for  special  status  plant  and 
animal  species?  The  specific  criteria  that  will  trigger  the 
"necessary"  determinations  should  be  defined. 


Response 

Your  suggested  change  of  "plant  associations"  to  "plant 
communities"  on  page  3-8  has  been  made  in  Chapter  1  of 
the  proposed  RMP/final  EIS. 

The  area  manager,  in  conjunction  with  the  agencies  listed 
on  page  3-8  of  the  draft  RMP,  would  determine  the  level  of 
inventory  and  monitoring  necessary  for  proper  manage- 
ment. Criteria  will  also  be  defined  by  the  area  manager  in 
consultation  with  the  listed  agencies. 

Comment  152-15 

The  existing  management  alternative  provides  for  designa- 
tion of  no  ACECs  and  no  attention  is  paid  to  candidate  or 
state  list  plant  species.  This  is  not  in  keeping  with  present 
national  policy  within  BLM  which  provides  for  treatment  of 
candidate  species  as  if  they  were  listed  (y..  paragraph  1,  page 
2-59  and  topic  1,  page  A-4),  nor  with  the  national  directive 
for  Resource  Areas  to  identify  and  designate  qualified 
ACECs. 

Response 

ACEC  is  an  administrative  designation  designed  to  provide 
managers  with  a  "flag"  to  indicate  certain  areas  may  require 
special  management.  There  is,  however,  to  our  knowledge 
no  BLM  nor  national  policy  that  requires  ACEC  designa- 
tion of  sites  that  meet  relevance  and  importance  criteria. 
The  presence  of  special  plant  species  in  an  area  does  not 
automatically  require  ACEC  designation.  Some  of  the 
recommended  sites  for  ACEC  designation;  i.e.,  San  Luis 
Hills  WSA,  Sand  Castle,  Trickle  Mountain,  Los  Mogotes, 
do  have  special  plants,  which  would  be  given  protective 
management  under  ACEC  designation.  Ra  Jadero  Canyon 
and  Elephant  Rocks  have  been  added  as  ACECs,  both  of 
which  have  special  plant  values. 

Comment  152-17 

Astragalus  ripleyi  should  receive  special  management 
wherever  it  occurs  within  the  resource  area,  and  the 
proposed  Ra  Jadero  Canyon  ACEC  should  be  managed 
with  protection  and  enhancement  of  A.  ripleyi  populations 
as  the  top  priority. 

Response 

At  present  this  species  is  not  a  candidate;  however,  we 
realize  that  new  data  exists  that  was  not  available  from  the 
CNAP  1986  plant  inventory  contract.  In  light  of  new  infor- 
mation from  public  comments  on  the  draft  RMP/EIS,  we 
have  re-examined  the  ACEC  relevance  and  importance 
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criteria  and  now  are  proposing  designation  of  Ra  Jadero 
Canyon  as  an  ACEC. 

Comments  152-18  andl 52-22 

The  wording  in  this  section  of  the  plan  does  not  reflect 
national  policy  of  Bureau  of  Land  Management  with 
respect  to  candidate  plant  and  animal  species,  i.e.,  can- 
didate species  are  treated  as  if  they  were  listed  in  all  plan- 
ning and  management  activities.  The  language  in  this 
section  should  be  revised  to  reflect  national  policy  (v..  para- 
graph 1,  page  2-59  and  topic  1,  page  A-4). 

Response 

The  draft  plan  does  clearly  state  that  clearance  and  consult- 
ation are  required  on  threatened  and  endangered  and  spe- 
cial status  plants  and  animals.  Page  2-59  states  Bureau 
policy  and  objectives;  also  see  page  3-8,  which  gives 
management  common  to  all  alternatives. 


Response 

Yes,  the  Colorado  Division  of  Parks  and  Outdoor  Recrea- 
tion is  developing  facilities  for  camping,  picnicking,  fishing, 
etc.,  around  the  Sand  Castle  site.  It  seems  logical  that  these 
would  include  some  off-highway  vehicle  riding  trails  and 
sites  adjacent  to  the  lakes  areas.  Because  the  public  ex- 
pressed support  for  the  protection  of  the  significant  ecologi- 
cal and  cultural  values  in  the  Sand  Castle  area,  BLM  is  not 
pursuing  the  development  of  a  portion  of  the  unit  as  an 
off-highway  venicle  play  area.  The  unit  is  designated  as 
limited  with  OHV  use  limited  to  designated  roads  and  trails 
only. 

Comment  25-1 

Accordingly,  I  feel  that  a  20-year  plan  for  BLM  lands  must 
deal  with  this  adverse  condition  of  drought. 

Response 


OTHER  COMMENTS 


Comment  1-1 

Mission  requirements,  fuel  costs,  and  environmental  con- 
straints all  contribute  to  decisions  made  in  locating  a 
military  training  activity.  Because  of  general  aviation  and 
population  pressures,  low  altitude,  high  speed  flights  are 
relegated  to  those  areas  least  accessible  and  sparsely  in- 
habited. Therefore,  we  request  that  you  give  full  considera- 
tion to  how  planning  and  management  decisions  might 
adversely  affect  the  use  of  low  altitude  airspace  by  the  Air 
Force.  We  believe  unrestricted  military  use  of  these  routes 
is  essential  for  training  and  combat  effectiveness. 

Response 

The  bulk  of  BLM-administered  lands  will  not  be  affected  by 
flight  maneuvers;  however,  lands  that  lie  adjacent  to  USFS 
lands  recommended  for  wilderness  will  be.  Flights  should 
avoid  these  areas,  which  are  on  the  western  slope  of  the 
Sangre  de  Cristo  Mountains. 

Comment  15-7 

The  State  of  Colorado  and  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  are 
developing  San  Luis  Lakes  and  surrounding  locale  for 
recreation.  It  would  be  practical  and  expedient  to  develope 
off-road  vehicle  trails  there  in  conjunction  with  these  ac- 
tivities to  replace  those  proposed  at  Sand  Castle. 


The  draft  does  address  drought,  and  overall  climatic  condi- 
tions will  be  considered  in  site-specific  actions  (see  Climate 
pages  3-1  and  3-2).  Existing  regulations  also  allow  the 
manager  to  make  adjustments  necessary  because  of  drought 
(e.g.,  allowing  grazing  nonuse,  requiring  stocking  reduc- 
tions, etc.) 

Comment  71-1 

You  do  not  pay  attention  to  existing  scientific  data  in  regard 
to  ecology  and  resource  management. 

Response 

Existing  inventory/scientific  data  used  to  determine 
management  decisions  in  the  draft  RMP  is  documented  in 
the  management  situation  analysis  (MSA),  which  is  avail- 
able for  review  in  the  Canon  City  District  Office  and  the  San 
Luis  Resource  Area  Office. 

Comment  91-6 

The  plan  failed  to  look  at  a  variety  of  alternatives.  In  each 
alternative  only  0.5%  of  the  lands  are  closed  to  oil  and  gas 
leasing. 

Response 

In  analyzing  the  options,  the  question  was  asked:  Is  "no 
leasing"  needed  to  meet  the  objectives  identified  for  a  given 
alternative?  If  other  less  restrictive  constraints  would  meet 
the  objective,  they  were  used.  This  is  consistent  with  the 
multiple  use  mandate  of  BLM.  Additional  information  is  in 
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our  response  to  Comment  145-2  in  this  section  for  more 
discussion  concerning  mineral  development. 

Comment  91-9 

The  plan  fails  to  provide  any  real  alternatives  with  regards 
to  locatable  minerals  and  minerals  materials. 

Response 

A  suitable  range  of  alternatives  was  addressed  in  Table  S-l. 
In  considering  alternatives,  analysis  was  presented  to  deter- 
mine if  mineral  withdrawals  were  totally  necessary  to  meet 
the  overall  objectives  of  the  plan.  If  a  withdrawal  was  not 
needed  to  meet  the  objectives  (i.e.,  other  designations  or 
constraints  would  work),  it  was  not  imposed.  Nevertheless, 
nearly  20,000  acres  were  recommended  for  withdrawal  in 
the  Natural  Resource  Enhancement  Alternative  (NREA) 
and  only  3,300  acres  recommended  in  the  Resource  Produc- 
tion Enhancement  Alternative  (RPEA).  Concerning 
mineral  materials,  16  percent  was  recommended  closed  in 
the  NREA  and  only  1  percent  in  the  RPEA. 

Comment  91-32 

The  BLM  must  do  a  more  thorough  job  in  addressing  conse- 
quences of  these  decisions.  If  a  management  decision  is  going 
to  have  adverse  impacts  on  the  resources  that  the  agency 
wants  to  protect,  then  changes  in  the  plan  should  occur. 

Response 

Adverse  and  beneficial  consequences  are  addressed  and 
analyzed  in  Chapter  4  of  the  draft  RMP.  Depending  on  the 
alternative,  enhancement  of  different  resources  is  em- 
phasized; however,  under  multiple  use  management  BLM 
is  mandated  to  attempt  to  achieve  a  balance  of  resource 
management  and  still  comply  with  various  policies  and 
regulations.  The  Preferred  Alternative  presents  a  range  of 
decisions  to  ensure  sound  management. 

Comment  95-1 

I  recommend  that,  in  order  to  mitigate  the  already  existing 
problem  from  recreational  use,  the  preferred  alternative  de- 
emphasize  recreation  and  place  more  emphasis  on  upgrad- 
ing the  existing  natural  resources  through  wildlife  habitat 
enhancement,  riparian  zone  protection  and  minimum  flow 
studies. 


Response 

We  are  obligated  to  provide  recreation  opportunities,  and 
it  should  not  be  to  the  detriment  of  other  resources.  With 
balanced,  sound  management  of  all  resources,  no  one 
resource  should  impact  other  resources  to  the  point  of 
detriment.  BLM  believes  this  goal  is  accomplished  in  the 
PRMP. 

Comments  112-1,130-1,  and  145-2 

We  recommend  the  Natural  Resource  Enhancement  Alter- 
native (NREA)  for  its  stipulations  which  safeguard  other 
resources,  as  the  document  states.  Mineral  development,  in 
the  short  or  long  term,  becomes  a  dominant  land  use  situation, 
having  great  effects  on  other  resources  and  the  land  base.  This 
necessitates  greater  protection  and  mitigation  for  those 
resources  than  the  Preferred  Alternative  (PA)  provides. 

Response 

The  recommendation  is  noted;  however,  the  analysis  com- 
pleted in  the  draft  RMP  identifies  the  Preferred  Alternative 
as  the  most  reasonable  and  implementable  alternative  to 
achieve  the  Bureau  multiple  use  mission.  For  the  most  part, 
the  special  stipulations  applied  within  the  Natural  Resource 
Enhancement  Alternative  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  are  very 
similar  to  those  applied  to  the  Preferred  Alternative.  Of 
course  the  standard  stipulations  shown  in  the  appendix 
apply  equally  throughout  all  alternatives. 

Comment  123-1 

Nevertheless,  the  Preferred  Alternative  appears  to  constitute 
a  good  mix  of  uses  while  still  allowing  for  reasonable  access  to 
explore  for  and  produce  energy  resources. 

Response 

Thank  you  for  your  comment.  We  believe  the  Preferred 
Alternative  is  a  reasonably  sound  mixture  of  resource  uses. 

Comment  132-8 

We  urge  that  you  seriously  consider  a  more  intensive  RMP 
than  the  Preferred  alternative. 

Response 

We  appreciated  your  comments.  The  BLM  planning  process 
includes  three  tiers  of  which  this  RMP  is  the  second.  The  third 
tier  includes  the  site-specific  management  prescriptions.  In- 
tensive management  must  be  realistic  and  based  on  future 
funding. 
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Comment  145-1 


Comment  H26-6 


One  wish  that  we  have  for  future  plans  is  that  plan  maps, 
especially  the  base  map,  show  more  physiographic  features, 
in  addition  to  the  political  already  represented.  This  would 
facilitate  our  analysis  of  management,  resources  and  in- 
crease public  education  of  the  lands. 

Response 

Three  maps  in  the  back  of  the  proposed  RMP/final  EIS 
present  more  information  on  physiographic  features,  which 
should  better  orient  the  reader. 


I  sent  a  comprehensive  letter  we  would  like  to  see  included, 
in  March  1988,  because  the  plan  failed  to  address  many  of 
our  concerns. 

Response 

We  did  take  your  earlier  letter  into  consideration  during 
scoping  and  development  of  the  ACECs.  Most  of  your 
points  are  very  similar  to  your  comment  letter  on  the  draft 
RMP/EIS.  We  believe  at  this  time  we  have  addressed  all  of 
your  comments  and  have  thoroughly  responded  to  them  in 
the  proposed  RMP/final  EIS.  We  do  appreciate  your  very 
comprehensive  comments. 
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Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan 

CHAPTER  3 

THE  PROPOSED  RESOURCE  MANAGE- 
MENT PLAN 


This  proposed  plan  has  portions  of  the  original  four  alter- 
natives, especially  the  Preferred  Alternative,  within  the 
draft  RMP/EIS.  Also  included  are  changes  resulting  from 
the  comments  received  during  the  public  review  process  on 
the  draft.  The  resource  area  is  divided  into  10  geographic 
reference  areas  (GRAs)  as  shown  on  the  maps  inserted  in 
the  back  of  this  document. 

This  discussion  and  the  discussion  under  San  Luis  Area 
GRA  #1  are  equivalent  to  the  Management  Common  to  All 
Alternatives  section  in  chapter  3  and  the  Preferred  Alter- 
native in  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  This  section  describes  the  base 
line  decisions  for  the  entire  resource  area  and  for  the  most 
part  refers  very  specifically  to  each  of  the  GRAs.  Decisions 
within  area  #1  also  are  relevant  to  the  other  nine  geographic 
reference  areas  unless  specified  otherwise  within  that  par- 
ticular GRA.  Total  acreage  figures  are  in  the  Summary  and 
chapter  1  of  this  document. 

The  decisions  within  this  proposed  plan  are  organized  into 
10  GRAs  and  are  displayed  by  resources/resource  uses  and 
by  one  of  the  following  three  decisions: 

1.  Resource  Condition  Objective  (RCO):  The  desired 
state  (condition)  BLM  would  like  to  achieve  for  environ- 
mental values  and  social/economic  conditions  (resource) 
affected  by  BLM  management  activities  and  resource  con- 
ditions (objectives)  in  a  specific  geographic  location. 

2.  Land  Use  Allocation  (LUA):  The  allowable,  limited, 
or  excluded  uses  (allocations)  for  a  specific  geographic 
location  or  area  and  the  terms  and  conditions  of  such  use. 

3.  Management  Action  (MA):  The  specific  action/direc- 
tion BLM  will  take  to  achieve  RCO/LUA  decisions 

The  objective  of  this  resource  management  plan  is  to  pro- 
vide a  variety  of  levels,  methods,  and  a  mix  of  multiple  use 
resource  management,  utilization,  and  protection.  Manage- 
ment decisions  are  based  on  current  policies,  regulations, 
and  the  specific  resource  conditions,  allocations,  and 
management  actions  described  in  this  plan.  In  the  back  of 
this  document  are  four  large  fold-out  maps,  which  depict 
the  decisions  presented  in  this  chapter. 

BLM  lands  and  resources  will  continue  to  be  managed  to 
provide  needed  commodities  and  uses  (e.g.,  livestock  graz- 
ing, mineral  materials  sales,  etc.)  to  assist  in  the  support  of 
local  and  regional  economies.  Generally,  management 


practices  and  prescriptions  will  favor  maintaining  or  en- 
hancing the  natural  setting  (e.g.,  wildlife  habitat,  visual 
resources,  recreation  areas,  etc.).  Specific  emphasis  will  be 
to  enhance  dispersed  recreation  opportunities,  wildlife 
habitats,  and  related  values  (e.g.,  riparian,  recreation)  and 
uses.  Necessary  constraints,  stipulations,  and  mitigating 
measures  will  be  included  to  protect  these  resources  from 
irreversible  damage. 

MANAGEMENT  GUIDANCE 
COMMON  TO  ALL  AREAS 

The  management  guidance  common  to  all  GRAs  described 
in  this  section  by  resources  and  resource  uses  are  not  carried 
into  the  specific  decisions  in  the  GRAs.  They  are,  however, 
of  significant  concern  to  the  Bureau. 

In  most  cases,  the  common  measures  described  for  these 
resources  and  resource  uses  reflect  Bureau  policies  and 
regulatory  mandates  and,  therefore,  will  be  the  same 
throughout  the  plan.  Some  resources  and  resource  uses  may 
be  partially  discussed  both  in  this  section  and  under  the 
GRA  discussions  as  specific  decisions. 

Climate 

Climatic  variability  throughout  the  planning  area,  and  over 
time,  affects  the  management  options  for  several  resources. 
Climatic  conditions  will  be  monitored  and  analyzed  when 
appropriate.  For  example,  rangeland  vegetation  condition 
assessments  will  analyze  both  climatic  and  grazing  manage- 
ment, and  mineral  development  plans  will  analyze  both 
climatic  and  mineral  development  reclamation. 

Air  Quality 

Air  quality  degradation  will  be  minimized  through  strict 
compliance  with  Federal,  state,  and  local  regulations  and 
implementation  plans.  For  example,  air  quality  impacts 
from  prescribed  burns  are  limited  by  BLM  Manual  7723 
(Air  Quality  Maintenance  Requirements),  which  requires  a 
state- approved  open  burning  permit  prior  to  implementa- 
tion. These  impacts  will  be  small  in  scale  and  dispersed 
throughout  the  planning  area.  Increasing  off-highway 
vehicle  (OHV)  use  in  open  areas  might  accelerate  soil 
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erosion  and  increase  fugitive  dust  emissions;  however,  dust 
suppression  control  devices  would  not  be  practical.  Addi- 
tional management  activities  include  monitoring,  analysis, 
and  impact  mitigation  on  a  project-specific  basis,  which  will 
ensure  compliance  with  applicable  regulations  and  im- 
plementation plans. 

Soils 

Surface-disturbing  activities,  including  grazing,  mineral 
development,  forest  and  woodland  harvest,  and  OHV  use, 
might  cause  a  very  slight  loss  of  watershed  values 
throughout  the  planning  area  during  the  life  of  the  plan. 
Allotment  grazing  adjustments  and  standards  with  stipula- 
tions for  other  resource  actions  will  decrease  erosion  and 
potentially  enhance  watershed  characteristics  for  a  net 
watershed  value  increase.  Construction  of  transmission  and 
communication  facilities  in  designated  utility  corridors  and 
communication  sites  might  adversely  affect  soil  on  a  short- 
term  basis  with  very  insignificant  effects  overall. 

Water  Resources 

Legal  rights  through  the  state  water  court  system  will  be 
acquired  to  use  water  in  support  of  BLM  programs,  includ- 
ing the  water  needs  of  BLM  recreation  areas  and  sites, 
commercial  and  concession  facilities,  special  plant  and 
animal  habitat  areas,  state  and  local  government  recreation 
and  public  purposes  lease  areas,  livestock  management 
allotments,  and  wildlife  habitat  areas. 

Water  quality  will  continue  to  be  maintained  or  improved  in 
accordance  with  state  and  Federal  standards.  BLM  will 
consult  the  appropriate  state  agencies  on  proposed  projects 
that  could  significantly  affect  water  quality.  Management 
actions  on  BLM-administered  land  within  municipal  water- 
sheds will  continue  to  be  designed  to  protect  water  quality 
and  quantity. 

The  Bureau  water  use  inventory  and  water  rights  program 
within  the  planning  area  will  continue  to  be  implemented. 
As  new  projects  are  completed  and  old  ones  are  main- 
tained, re-evaluating  and  updating  will  be  required. 

Monitoring  selected  ground  water  and  surface  water  sta- 
tions will  be  continued  in  cooperation  with  USGS.  Potential 
impacts  to  surface  water  resources  are  not  as  critical  nor 
probable  as  to  ground  water  resources. 

In  the  event  that  reaches  of  the  lower  Rio  Grande  River  are 
designated  for  special  management  under  the  National  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  Act,  no  Federal  claims  for  instream  flows 
are  anticipated;  however,  an  implicit  Federal  reserved  water 
right  is  in  the  Act.  Existing  stream  conditions  are  sufficient 
to  satisfy  the  needs  of  any  special  management  designation. 


Pending  future  designation,  BLM  may  have  to  quantify 
needs  and  file  in  state  water  court. 

Watershed  activity  plans  will  be  developed  and  imple- 
mented on  areas  where  livestock  grazing  plan  adjustments 
will  not  fully  correct  any  determined  water  quality  problem. 
Cooperative  management  within  the  range  program  and  the 
watershed  program  in  the  development,  implementation, 
evaluation,  and  modification  of  AMPs  as  affected  by  water- 
shed values  will  continue  as  a  top  priority. 

Monitoring  and  evaluation  of  water  quality  and  quantity,  as 
well  as  control  of  erosion  and  sediment  production,  will 
remain  high  priority  management  goals.  Emphasis  will  be 
to  continue  all  watershed  activities  that  provide  protection, 
maintenance,  and  enhancement  of  the  watershed  resources, 
including  the  support  provided  to  other  resource  programs 
and  activities. 

The  BLM  in  Colorado  will  continue  to  take  an  active  role 
in  the  control  of  nonpoint  source  pollution  on  public  lands. 
BLM  is  an  active  participant  on  the  state  of  Colorado 
Nonpoint  Source  Taskforce  and  Agriculture/Silviculture 
Subcommittee.  Through  these  organizations,  BLM  will 
identify  nonpoint  source  pollution  areas  for  the  updating  of 
the  Colorado  Nonpoint  Assessment  Report.  It  is  the  policy 
of  BLM  to  protect,  maintain,  restore,  and/or  enhance  the 
quality  of  waters  on  public  lands.  The  implementation  of 
best  management  practices  will  be  utilized  to  help  achieve 
this  goal.  Funds  will  be  requested  for  planning  and  project 
implementation  for  nonpoint  source  control  with  emphasis 
placed  on  the  priority  watersheds  identified  in  the  Colorado 
Nonpoint  Source  Management  Program  report.  Nonpoint 
source  control  projects  will  be  implemented  as  funding  and 
manpower  allow. 

Geology,  Topography,  and  Minerals 

Federal  oil,  gas,  and  geothermal  mineral  estate  on  both 
Federal  and  split-estate  lands  (Mineral  Decisions  Map  in 
back  of  this  document)  will  be  open  to  leasing  under  stand- 
ard lease  terms  with  the  exception  of  the  following  nondis- 
cretionary  closures: 

1.  Fluid  mineral  estate  (320  acres)  within  the  incor- 
porated town  of  Del  Norte,  Colorado. 

2.  Fluid  mineral  estate  (16,794  acres)  within  the  wilder- 
ness study  areas  (WSAs)  are  closed  to  oil  and  gas  leasing  in 
accordance  with  section  43  of  the  Federal  Onshore  Oil  and 
Gas  Leasing  Reform  Act  of  1987  pending  a  final  determi- 
nation by  Congress  as  to  suitability  for  inclusion  into  the 
wilderness  system.  The  recommendation  of  the  Canon  City 
Final  Wilderness  EIS  and  the  U.  S.  Forest  Service  study 
identifies  3,300  acres  as  suitable  for  recommendation  as 
wilderness.  The  remaining  13,494  acres  were  recommended 
for  return  to  multiple  use  management  and,  therefore,  are 
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assumed  to  be  subject  to  the  applicable  leasing  decisions  of 
this  plan.  No  lands  within  a  WSA,  however,  will  be  con- 
sidered for  lease  pending  a  final  determination  by  Congress. 

Wilderness  designation  of  3,300  acres  of  BLM  lands  con- 
tiguous to  the  Rio  Grande  National  Forest  will  withdraw 
these  lands  from  all  forms  of  minerals  appropriation  subject 
to  valid  existing  rights  in  accordance  with  Section  4(d)(3)  of 
the  Wilderness  Act.  Such  designation  will  not  result  in  any 
significant  impacts  to  mineral  resources  because  of  the  low 
mineral  potential  of  these  particular  lands. 

Other  conditions  for  leasing,  such  as  no  surface  occupancy 
(NSO)  and  seasonal  stipulations,  shown  in  Appendix  C,  are 
assigned  as  required  by  the  management  prescriptions; 
these  special  stipulations  will  apply  to  Federal  surface  and 
split-estate  lands.  The  following  fluid  mineral  estates  will  be 
subject  to  a  no  surface  occupancy  stipulation: 

1.  The  unincorporated  town  of  South  Fork,  Colorado  (40 
acres). 

2.  The  park  site  under  recreation  and  public  purpose 
(R&PP)  lease  to  the  city  of  Monte  Vista,  Colorado  (360 
acres). 

3.  A  portion  of  the  Pike  Stockade  State  Historic  Park  (840 
acres). 

These  lands  and  improvements  have  been  determined  to  be 
incompatible  with  any  form  of  surface  use  by  fluid  mineral 
operations. 

Resource  information  for  fluid  mineral  estate,  on  which 
recommended  stipulations  are  based,  will  be  verified  during 
review  of  applications  for  permit  to  drill  (APD).  Onsite 
inspection  and  consultation  among  BLM,  surface  owner, 
and  operator  may  reveal  that  (1)  the  impacts  addressed  by 
the  stipulation  will  be  avoided  and/or  mitigated  to  an  ac- 
ceptable level  or  (2)  the  resources  of  concern  are  not 
present.  Based  on  either  of  these  determinations  by  the 
authorized  officer  (A.O.),  the  stipulations  can  be  waived, 
modified,  or  excepted  without  public  notice  other  than  that 
required  in  the  APD  process.  Consultation  with  the  private 
surface  owner  for  split-estate  lands  will  provide  for  con- 
sideration of  private  use  of  the  surface  to  the  fullest  extent 
possible.  If,  after  onsite  inspection  and  consultation,  the 
A.O.  determines  that  conditions  necessary  to  avoid  impacts 
to  private  resources  will  adversely  impact  the  public  resour- 
ces addressed  by  the  lease  stipulation,  such  impacts  will  be 
assessed.  If,  based  on  such  an  assessment,  the  A.O.  makes 
a  decision  to  substantially  change  or  waive  one  or  more 
stipulation,  a  30-day  public  review  period  will  be  provided 
in  addition  to  the  public  notice  period  required  under  nor- 
mal APD  review  process. 

Based  on  past  exploration  and  future  projections  concern- 
ing fluid  mineral  activity,  the  reasonably  foreseeable  level  of 


development  within  the  planning  area  will  involve  a  maxi- 
mum of  10  APDs  and  7  geophysical  notice  of  intents  (NOIs) 
per  year.  This  level  of  activity  will  result  in  an  estimated  40 
acres  of  surface  disturbance  per  year.  A  description  of  the 
typical  fluid  minerals  operation  and  standard  operating 
practices  employed  in  the  SLRA  is  provided  in  Appendix  C 
and  the  Oil  and  Geothermal  Technical  Report. 

Vegetation 

Overall  objectives  will  be  to  move  toward  good  condition 
(late  serai  stage)  based  on  site  potential  using  grazing 
management.  If  necessary,  vegetation  manipulation  prac- 
tices or  other  techniques  will  also  be  used  to  aid  in  ac- 
complishing this.  Specific  desired  plant  communities  will  be 
described  in  activity  plans,  if  necessary,  and  in  most  cases 
will  be  a  diverse  community  of  grasses,  shrubs,  and  forbs. 

Overall  trend,  condition,  and  forage  production  will  be 
expected  to  improve.  Soil-disturbing  activities  will  be 
mitigated  with  standard  operating  practices  for  rehabilita- 
tion of  disturbed  sites  and  grazing  allotment  adjustments. 
Manipulation  of  vegetation,  although  not  proposed,  will 
involve  mechanical,  chemical,  and  fire  practices.  Site- 
specific  planning  and  any  needed  NEPA  documentation  will 
be  accomplished  if  a  proposal  were  made  during  the  life  of 
this  land  use  plan.  Ecological  site  determinations  will  be 
completed  for  the  planning  area,  which  will  include  site- 
specific  vegetative  resource  measures  for  all  resource  ac- 
tions. Maintenance,  improvement,  and/or  replacement  of 
the  vegetation  resource  would  continue  to  be  a  priority 
concern  in  all  actions. 

Livestock  Grazing  Management 

Overall  livestock  grazing  management  reflects  the  1978  San 
Luis  Grazing  Environmental  Statement,  which  this  docu- 
ment replaces.  Livestock  grazing  will  be  managed  on  the  149 
allotments  or  approximately  474,000  acres  currently  being 
grazed,  and  approximately  32,400  AUMs  will  be  authorized 
annually  for  livestock  use  on  these  allotments.  Adjustments 
in  the  actual  AUMs  will  be  authorized  and  made  when 
climatic  or  other  conditions  warrant  a  temporary  increase 
or  decrease  in  livestock  use.  Temporary  livestock  grazing 
will  be  allowed,  pending  an  environmental  assessment 
(EA),  on  any  newly  acquired  lands. 

Presently  there  are  approximately  42,000  acres  unallotted 
to  livestock  grazing  of  which  approximately  13,000  acres  are 
presently  considered  unsuitable.  Livestock  grazing  will  be 
allowed  on  suitable  lands  as  needed  or  requested.  Other 
uses  and  conflicts  will  be  considered  prior  to  authorizing 
use.  Lands  considered  unsuitable  for  grazing  are  shown  on 
Map  2-7  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 
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The  36  allotment  management  plans  (AMPs)  not  imple- 
mented will  continue  to  be  reviewed  and  implemented  as 
appropriate.  The  59  AMPs  currently  fully  implemented  will 
be  continued  as  necessary  to  meet  present  and  future  objec- 
tives. 

Typical  range  improvements  are  listed  in  Appendix  D  of  this 
document.  The  extent,  location,  and  timing  of  such  improve- 
ments are  described  in  AMPs.  The  highest  priority  for 
implementation  generally  will  be  assigned  to  those  improve- 
ments for  which  total  anticipated  benefits  exceed  costs. 
Funding  would  be  from  contributions  from  various  sources 
including  operators  and  BLM. 

New  range  improvements  will  be  constructed  if  needed  to 
achieve  AMP  objectives  and/or  implement  the  grazing 
management  programs  prescribed  in  the  AMPs.  Manipula- 
tion of  vegetation  can  be  used  if  needed  to  meet  manage- 
ment objectives. 

All  grazing  allotments  in  the  planning  area  have  been  as- 
signed to  one  of  three  management  categories.  The  "M" 
category  allotments  generally  will  be  managed  to  sustain 
current  satisfactory  resource  conditions;  "I"  allotments 
generally  will  be  managed  to  improve  resource  conditions; 
and  "C"  allotments  will  receive  custodial  management  for 
existing  resource  values.  These  categories  are  based  on  the 
allotment  resource  characteristics,  potential  opportunities, 
and  needs.  Appendix  D  of  this  document  shows  the  specific 
allotments  and  categories.  Allotments  may  be  moved  from 
one  category  to  another  as  new  information  becomes  avail- 
able, resource  conditions  change,  or  management  activities 
are  implemented.  Changes  will  be  documented  showing  the 
basis  for  the  change. 

Monitoring  studies  will  be  continued  or  established  on  all 
allotments.  Allotment  categorization  will  determine  the 
monitoring  intensity  with  the  "I"  category  receiving  the 
highest  intensity  of  monitoring  studies.  The  specific  type  of 
studies  will  be  determined  by  the  AMP  objectives.  As  a 
minimum,  condition  and  trend  studies  will  be  established  in 
accordance  with  the  Public  Rangeland  Improvement  Act  of 
1978. 

If  monitoring  studies  show  that  livestock  use  changes  are 
necessary  to  achieve  established  management  objectives, 
corrective  action  will  be  taken.  Livestock  use  adjustments 
are  most  often  made  by  changing  one  or  more  of  the  follow- 
ing: class  of  livestock,  season  of  use,  stocking  rate,  or  the 
grazing  management  system.  Although  most  livestock  use 
adjustments  will  occur  in  the  T"  allotments,  use  adjustments 
could  occur  in  the  "C"  and  "M"  allotments.  Changes  can  be 
made  with  an  EA  and  AMP  revision. 

Types  of  grazing  systems  to  be  implemented  are  described 
in  Appendix  D  of  this  document  and  are  normally  imple- 
mented by  an  AMP;  however,  they  might  be  incorporated 
in  a  coordinated  resource  management  activity  plan 


(CRMAP).  AMPs  are  generally  prepared  in  consultation, 
cooperation,  and  coordination  with  the  permittee  and  other 
affected  interested  parties  to  meet  multiple  use  and  land  use 
plan  objectives.  Permittee  requested  changes  on  current 
grazing  management  could  be  made  with  an  EA. 

Wildlife  and  Fish  Habitat  Manage- 
ment 

All  BLM  lands  (520,677  acres)  will  be  considered  for 
protection  and  enhancement  of  wildlife  habitat  values. 
Monitoring  of  the  Blanca  and  Trickle  Mountain  Habitat 
Management  Areas  and  crucial  big  game  winter  range, 
birthing  areas,  and  raptor  sites  will  continue. 

Existing  stream  fisheries  will  be  maintained.  Improvements 
in  condition  and  stability  will  be  accomplished  through  the 
riparian  programs  where  the  potential  exists.  Cooperative 
agreements  for  wildlife  habitat  management  projects  will  be 
pursued  with  other  state  and  Federal  agencies  and  other 
interested  individuals. 

Supplemental  releases  and  re-introduction  of  native  or 
naturalized  fish  and  wildlife  species  (excluding  Federal  or 
state  listed  endangered,  threatened,  candidate,  or  sensitive 
species)  could  be  authorized  by  the  manager  following 
environmental  analysis. 

Lands  and  Realty  Management 

Lands  actions  (e.g.,  sale,  exchange,  recreation  and  public 
purpose  leases,  etc.  )  on  BLM-administered  lands  are 
generally  initiated  by  the  public  and  on  an  infrequent  basis. 
Most  of  these  lands  in  the  SLRA  (see  Realty  Action 
Decisions  Map  in  the  back  of  this  document)  are  in  large 
blocks  and  have  important  resource  values.  Most  of  these 
lands,  therefore,  will  continue  to  be  administered  by  BLM, 
and  only  a  small  portion  will  be  considered  for  disposal. 

Lands  have  been  placed  in  two  categories: 

Category  I  lands  will  be  disposal  tracts.  These  tracts  (5,300 
acres)  are  shown  on  the  Realty  Action  Decisions  Map  in  the 
back  of  this  document.  Although  these  lands  meet  the 
criteria  for  public  sale  consistent  with  the  provisions  of 
Section  203  of  FLPMA,  other  methods  of  disposal  will  not 
be  precluded.  Land  acquisitions  will  generally  not  be  con- 
sidered in  these  areas. 

Category  II  lands  will  be  available  for  disposal  on  a  case-by- 
case  basis  for  the  purpose  of  minor  boundary  adjustments 
on  lands  administered  by  BLM,  enhance  public  resource 
values,  state  indemnity  selections,  Recreation  and  Public 
Purposes  Act  applications,  or  other  appropriate  statutory 
authority,  if  disposal  serves  the  national  interest.  Land  ac- 
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quisitions  will  be  considered  in  these  areas;  however, 
land  exchanges  are  the  preferred  method  for  ownership 
adjustments.  Exchanges  will  be  considered  in  these  areas  if 
the  exchange  results  in  a  consolidated  land  ownership  pat- 
tern, improved  manageability  of  natural  resources,  or  other- 
wise will  be  in  the  public  interest.  All  land  actions  in  this 
category  will  be  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  FLPMA. 

Acquisition  of  lands  will  also  result  in  a  consolidated  land 
ownership  pattern,  improved  manageability  of  natural 
resources,  protection  or  enhancement  of  sensitive  resour- 
ces (e.g.,  special  plant  and  animal  values,  crucial  wildlife 
winter  range,  riparian  areas,  public  commercial  timber, 
grazing,  minerals,  etc.),  and  enhancement  of  other  BLM- 
administered  land  values.  Acquisition  zones  (Realty  Action 
Decisions  Map  in  the  back  of  this  document)  are  non- 
Federal  land  and  have  been  identified  for  acquisition  only 
from  willing  landowners  or  agencies  by  exchange  or  pur- 
chase at  fair  market  value  to  satisfy  public  interests  pre- 
viously noted. 

Wilderness  Management 

The  WSAs  will  be  managed  under  BLM  Interim  Manage- 
ment Policy  and  Guidelines  for  Lands  Under  Wilderness 
Review  (IMP)  until  Congress  makes  a  decision  on  wilder- 
ness recommendations  in  the  Canon  City  District.  In  ac- 
cordance with  Section  603  of  FLPMA,  BLM  is  required  to 
manage  all  identified  wilderness  study  areas  under  the  non- 
impairment  mandate.  This  mandate  restricts  any 
uses/development  of  the  WSAs,  which  would  make  them 
unsuitable  for  wilderness  designation.  Valid  existing  rights 
must  be  recognized  and  are  an  exception  to  the  nonimpair- 
ment  mandate.  Those  grazing,  mining,  and  mineral  leasing 
uses  existing  when  FLPMA  was  approved  on  October  21, 
1976,  may  continue  in  the  same  manner  and  degree  as  on 
that  date,  even  if  the  use  will  impair  wilderness  suitability. 

Mining  operations  occurring  as  of  October  21,  1976,  may 
continue  in  the  same  manner  and  degree  as  long  as  they  do 
not  cause  unnecessary  or  undue  degradation.  Mining 
operations  proposed  after  this  date,  however,  are  subject  to 
the  nonimpairment  requirements  for  all  operations 
proposed. 

An  interagency  agreement  between  the  U.S.  Forest  Service 
(USFS)  and  BLM  dated  February  20, 1981,  provided  for  the 
joint  study  of  adjoining  areas  and  designated  the  USFS  as 
the  lead  agency  in  the  study.  A  proposal  has  been  made  to 
Congress  recommending  3,300  acres  of  contiguous  BLM 
wilderness  study  areas  (Black  Canyon,  South  Piney  Creek, 
Papa  Keal,  and  Zapata  Creek  WSAs)  suitable  for  wilder- 
ness designation.  In  the  event  that  Congress  releases  any  of 
these  areas  from  further  wilderness  consideration,  manage- 
ment prescriptions  identified  in  this  plan  will  be  followed. 


Two  other  designated  BLM  WSAs  (Sand  Castle  and  San 
Luis  Hills)  will  be  managed  in  accordance  with  BLM  and 
congressional  directives.  These  WSAs,  which  are  not 
recommended  by  BLM  for  wilderness  designation  in  the 
Final  Canon  City  District  Wilderness  Environmental  Im- 
pact Statement  dated  December  1987,  would  be  returned 
to  other  multiple  use  management,  as  ACECs,  if  released 
by  Congress  from  further  wilderness  consideration. 

Access  and  Transportation  Manage- 
ment 

At  the  time  the  RMP  is  implemented,  access  and  transpor- 
tation services  will  be  planned  in  detail  as  a  portion  of  an 
area-wide  support  services  management  plan  (SSMP). 
Four-wheel  drive  use  will  be  limited  seasonally  on  25  roads 
to  protect  muddy  nonsurfaced  roads.  The  specific  dif- 
ferences in  numbers,  kinds,  and  lengths  of  transportation 
developments  and  exact  locations  and  sizes  of  access  needs 
cannot  be  described  until  the  SSMP  is  complete.  This  plan 
will  detail  roads,  trails,  engineering  requirements,  acquisi- 
tion, withdrawals,  points  of  access,  etc.,  for  final  land  use 
plan  implementation.  Specific  access  and  transportation 
decisions,  therefore,  will  not  be  presented. 

Historical  Resources 

All  39  historical  sites  will  receive  minimal  legal  protection. 
Historical  resources  will  be  inventoried  as  appropriate,  and 
clearances  will  be  conducted  on  all  sites  with  any  proposed 
surface-disturbing  activities.  Measures  designed  to  protect 
18  significant  historical  resources  will  be  required  in  all  land 
use  activity  plans.  The  Cumbres  and  Toltec  Scenic  Railroad, 
a  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (NRHP)  site,  will 
receive  special  protective  management. 

Fire  Management 

Any  fire,  including  wildfires,  occurring  in  the  resource  area 
will  be  suppressed.  No  conditional  suppression  areas  with 
special  fire  condition  values,  such  as  ACECs  or  SRMAs  are 
considered  in  this  plan.  This  fire  management  decision  has 
been  carried  into  the  RMP  because  of  the  extremely  low 
historical  fire  occurrence  and  the  low  intensity  of  wildfires 
in  the  the  planning  area  (i.e.,  1.7  fires  per  10-year  period  and 
less  than  1.6  acres  in  size).  This  full  suppression  does  in- 
clude the  wilderness  study  areas,  areas  highly  susceptible  to 
soil  erosion,  special  plant  and  animal  management  areas, 
and  areas  of  critical  environmental  concern  within  the 
resource  area.  This  decision  is  consistent  with  the  Canon 
City  District  Fire  Management  Activity  Plan.  The  activity 
plan  will  be  evaluated  annually  to  determine  whether  or  not 
changes  are  needed. 


3-5 


Chapter  3 

Prescribed  burn  plans  and  necessary  NEPA  documentation 
will  be  written  for  areas  requiring  visual  landscape  or 
vegetation  manipulation;  however,  no  specific  areas  are 
identified  at  this  time. 

Hazards  Management 

Hazard  sites/areas  will  be  reviewed  on  a  case-by-case  basis. 
Management  of  other  resources  will  always  involve  the 
needed  reclamation  of  known  hazard  sites/areas  as  part  of 
fulfilling  objectives  for  management  of  that  resource.  On 
completion  of  this  plan,  hazard  reclamation  activities  for 
known  sites/areas  will  be  developed  as  a  portion  of  the 
area-wide  support  services  management  activity  plan.  If  the 
known  hazard  site  is  in  or  adjacent  to  an  area  where  a 
coordinated  resource  management  activity  plan  (CRMAP) 
is  to  be  done,  the  reclamation  activity  plan  will  be  combined 
with  that  CRMAP. 

Sites/areas  from  past  mineral  development,  potentially  haz- 
ardous because  of  high  side  walls,  deep  pits,  etc.,  will 
probably  remain  until  the  Colorado  Mined  Land  Reclama- 
tion Hazard  abatement  project  is  completed.  The  goal  of 
this  long-term  project  is  to  eliminate  the  hazards  of  these 
sites/areas,  and  BLM  will  continue  to  fully  cooperate  with 
this  agency  in  this  effort. 

The  Bureau  will  continue  to  control  trespass  dumping  on 
BLM  lands  through  increasing  public  awareness,  signing, 
and  monitoring.  These  reclamation  activities  will  be  detailed 
in  the  area-wide  support  services  management  plan  and  will 
provide  the  specifics  as  to  onsite  closures,  signing,  site 
reclamation  needs,  etc.,  to  implement  hazard  abatement. 

Special  Status  Plant  and  Animal 
Species 

Threatened  and  endangered  species  and  sensitive  species 
and  plant  communities  will  be  inventoried  and  monitored 
as  necessary  to  provide  information  for  proper  management. 

Supplemental  releases  and  reintroduction  of  Federal  and 
state  listed  endangered,  threatened,  candidate,  and  sensi- 
tive species  will  be  enacted  following  environmental  analysis 
and  consultation  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
(USFWS),  the  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  (DOW), 
Colorado  Natural  Areas  Program  (CNAP),  and  other  af- 
fected parties. 

Waterpower/Storage 

Those  potential  waterpower/storage  reservoir  sites  under  a 
land  withdrawal  will  continue  to  be  maintained  for  water- 
power  values.  The  exception  will  be  the  waterpower/storage 


site  withdrawals  within  the  22-mile  portion  of  the  Rio 
Grande  River  Corridor,  which  was  determined  eligible  and 
suitable  for  wild  and  scenic  river  designation.  These 
withdrawals  are  recommended  for  termination  if  this  por- 
tion is  designated  wild  and  scenic  by  Congress. 

Before  any  uses  will  be  allowed  that  might  endanger  water- 
power  values,  an  engineering  evaluation  will  be  prepared  to 
determine  whether  the  land  has  waterpower  value.  A  letter 
will  then  be  sent  to  FERC  requesting  their  concurrence  to 
modify  or  terminate  the  withdrawal  to  allow  for  compatible 
uses. 

Potential  sites  not  presently  withdrawn  will  be  identified  and 
restrictively  managed  for  waterpower/storage  sites.  Un- 
necessary uses  that  might  endanger  the  waterpower  or 
reservoir  values  will  be  avoided.  Before  any  uses  will  be 
allowed  that  might  endanger  the  waterpower  or  storage 
values,  the  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission 
(FERC)  will  be  contacted  to  determine  whether  the  site  is 
still  not  withdrawn.  Sites  will  continue  to  be  identified, 
investigated,  evaluated,  and  recommended  for  withdrawal 
as  needed. 


DECISIONS 
San  Luis  Area  #1 


Area  #1  includes  all  areas  not  designated  as  an  area  of 
special  concern. 

This  area  includes  all  BLM-administered  surface  lands 
(389,297  acres)  and  subsurface  lands  (489,620  acres)  out- 
side the  other  nine  areas. 


Minerals 


Resource  Condition  Objective  Decisions 

1-1:  Application  of  seasonal  stipulations  on  approximate- 
ly 342,000  acres  from  December  15  to  March  31  of  each  year 
to  protect  big  game  crucial  winter  range  and  eagle  wintering 
areas  throughout  the  planning  area.  Seasonal  stipulations 
will  apply  from  May  15  until  July  15  on  antelope  birthing 
areas.  Operations  might  be  allowed  in  seasonally  limited 
areas  during  these  periods  if  no  more  than  minimal  distur- 
bance to  wildlife  would  occur. 

1-2:  Application  of  seasonal  limitations  could  be 
incorporated  into  authorizations,  if  necessary,  to  protect 
waterfowl  nesting  areas. 
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Land  Use  Allocation  Decisions 

1-1:  Oil  and  gas  operations  would  not  be  allowed  in  riparian 
zones. 

1-2:  Federal  oil,  gas,  and  geothermal  resources  on  487,620 
acres  or  99.7  percent  of  BLM-administered  lands  or 
mineral  estate  will  be  open  to  leasing.  No  surface  occupancy 
(NSO)  stipulations  will  protect  1,200  acres  within  the  Pike 
Stockade/Monte  Vista  park  areas,  560  acres  of  eligible 
NRHP  sites,  and  40  acres  of  the  unincorporated  town  of 
South  Fork. 

1-3:  Federal  mineral  estate  on  approximately  483,980  acres 
(99  percent)  will  be  open  to  entry  and  location.  Mineral 
entry  will  be  precluded  on  1,200  acres  within  the  Pike 
Stockade/Monte  Vista  park  areas,  200  acres  of  U.  S.  Forest 
Service  administrative  sites,  and  560  acres  of  eligible  NRHP 
sites. 

1-4:  Federal  mineral  estate  will  be  open  on  486,240  acres 
(99  percent)  and  will  be  available  for  disposal  of  mineral 
materials  except  in  riparian  zones. 

Management  Action  Decisions 

1-1:  Require  plan  of  operations  for  mineral  development 
except  casual  use  in  the  following  locations:  a)  areas  closed 
to  OHV;  b)  acres  designated  for  potential  addition  to  or 
actual  components  of  the  national  wild  and  scenic  river  site; 
c)  designated  areas  of  critical  environmental  concern 
(ACECs);  and  d)  areas  withdrawn  from  operations  of  the 
mining  laws  in  which  valid  existing  rights  are  being  exer- 
cised. 

1-2:  Continue  to  inventory  mineral  material  disposal 
resources  and  develop  appropriate  common  use  areas  and 
community  pits. 

Paleontological  Resources 
Land  Use  Allocation  Decision 

1-5:  A  collection  area  for  invertebrate  fossils  near  Clayton 
Cone  will  be  identified  and  coordinated  with  the  recreation 
program. 

Management  Action  Decisions 

1-3:  Complete  a  site-specific  management  plan  for  the 
collection  area  near  Clayton  Cone.  An  area-wide  surface- 
disturbance  development  plan  will  be  completed. 


Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan 

1-4:  Continue  to  inventory  paleontological  resources  and 
develop  appropriate  protective  measures/stipulations  for 
surface-disturbing  proposals. 

Riparian  Resources  Management 
Resource  Condition  Objective  Decisions 

1-3:  Maintain  approximately  1,400  acres  of  riparian  zones 
in  good  to  excellent  condition  and  improve  condition  on  455 
acres. 

Protection  measures  will  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  1) 
mitigation  of  impacts  from  rights-of-way  and  utility  cor- 
ridors adjacent  to  or  that  cross  riparian  areas;  2)  provision 
for  no  disposal  of  mineral  materials  in  riparian  zones;  3) 
limited  OHV  designations  in  riparian  zones. 

Enhancement  measures  will  include,  but  are  not  limited  to, 
1)  increased  emphasis  on  the  acquisition  program  and  allow 
no  disposal  of  riparian  areas  except  through  land  exchan- 
ges; 2)  modified  allotment  management  plans  (AMPs)  to 
increase  emphasis  on  riparian  resources;  and  3)  manage- 
ment of  the  riparian  resources  in  the  Blanca  WHA  to 
continue  primary  emphasis  on  wetlands  management  and 
waterfowl  production. 

Management  Action  Decision 

1-5:  Complete  an  inventory  on  an  additional  1,413  acres 
with  potential  riparian  values.  If  riparian  values  are  present, 
the  resource  will  be  managed  according  to  Resource  Con- 
dition Objective  1-3. 

Vegetation 

Resource  Condition  Objective  Decisions 

1-4:  Maintain  the  present  good  to  excellent  range  condi- 
tion; move  toward  good  condition  (late  serai  stage)  on  the 
fair  to  poor  condition  range  based  on  site  potential.  Specific 
desired  plant  communities  will  be  described  in  activity 
plans,  if  necessary. 

1-5:  Allow  vegetative  manipulation  such  as  mechanical, 
chemical,  or  fire  practices  to  aid  in  accomplishing  the  over- 
all objective  and  the  desired  plant  communities  described 
in  activity  plans. 

Management  Action  Decision 

1-6:  Continue  the  ecological  site  inventory  to  provide  data 
for  existing  ecological  status  and  trend  and  aid  in  developing 
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vegetative  objectives  and  desired  plant  community  descrip- 
tions for  activity  plans. 

Livestock  Grazing  Management 
Resource  Condition  Objective  Decisions 

1-6:  Continue  the  59  fully  implemented  AMPs,  if  necessary 
to  meet  present  and  future  objectives,  and  continue  to 
review  and  implement  the  36  allotment  management  plans 
not  implemented. 

1-7:  Provide  40  percent  of  increased  forage  production  to 
livestock  grazing  and  60  percent,  if  needed,  to  nonlivestock  uses 
and  needs  (e.  g. ,  wildlife,  riparian,  watershed,  soils ,  etc.). 

1-8:  Monitor  all  grazing  areas  and  take  appropriate 
methods  to  accomplish  the  following: 

1.  Enhance  riparian  values  in  applicable  allotments 
through  proper  livestock  management. 

2.  Ensure  that  livestock  use  will  be  appropriately 
managed  to  enhance  the  affected  habitat  where  special 
status  plants  and  animals  are  present. 

3.  Ensure  that  other  RMP  objectives  will  be  met  in 
other  allotments. 

1-9:  Allow  livestock  grazing  year  around  based  on  the  fol- 
lowing criteria: 

1.  Objectives  of  the  AMPs,  HMPs,  CRMAPs,  etc.,  are 
met. 

2.  No  conflict  with  crucial  wildlife  use  or  conflict  can  be 
mitigated. 

3.  Early  spring  use  (3/1  to  4/30)  could  be  allowed  for 
special  management  prescriptions. 

Land  Use  Allocation  Decisions 

1-6:  Continue  authorizing  approximately  32,400  AUMs  an- 
nually for  livestock  grazing  on  the  existing  grazed  allotments 
or  approximately  474,000  acres.  Refer  to  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
and  Appendix  D,  Table  D-l  in  this  document  for  specific 
allotments. 

1-7:  Consider  allocating  1,500  AUMs  for  livestock  grazing 
in  the  presently  unallotted  acres  (approximately  30,000 
acres)  that  are  suitable  for  grazing  (see  Map  2-4,  draft 
RMP/EIS). 


Management  Action  Decision 

1-7:  Construct  new  range  improvements,  if  needed,  to 
achieve  AMP  objectives  and/or  implement  the  grazing 
programs  prescribed  in  the  AMPs.  Manipulation  of  vegeta- 
tion will  be  used,  if  needed,  to  meet  management  objectives. 

Wildlife  and  Fish  Habitat  Manage- 
ment 

Resource  Condition  Objective  Decisions 

1-10:  Manage  the  wetland  component  of  the  riparian 
system  in  a  good  to  excellent  condition. 

1-11:  Manage  streams  to  maintain  the  fisheries  potential. 

1-12:  Provide  special  management  to  improve  the  present 
acres  of  wetlands  in  the  Mishak  Lakes  and  Dry  Lakes  areas 
to  the  historical  acres  of  wetlands. 

1-13:  Maintain  48,500  AUMs  for  big  game.  Crucial  winter 
ranges  will  be  managed  to  sustain  available  winter  forage 
for  17,600  big  game  animals. 

1-14:  Plan  implementation  of  construction  projects  for 
other  resource  management  programs  at  times  of  the  year 
compatible  with  wildlife. 

Land  Use  Allocation  Decision 

1-8:  Seasonal  use  limitations  will  be  considered  if  needed 
on  water  bird  nesting  habitat  associated  with  wetlands. 
Seasonal  limitation  could  vary  from  year  to  year,  depending 
on  target  species. 

Forest  and  Woodland  Management 
Resource  Condition  Objective  Decisions 

1-15:  Meet  crucial  thermal  and  cover  requirements  for 
wildlife  during  harvest  of  productive  forest  lands  and 
operable  woodlands. 

1-16:  Allow  small  timber  operations  (i.e.,  80  acres  or  less) 
during  the  winter  months  provided  there  will  be  only  mini- 
mal impacts  to  wintering  big  game  herds.  The  impact 
analysis  for  proposed  timber  sales  will  consider  not  only 
BLM-administered  lands,  but  also  adjacent  USFS  lands 
with  approved  prescriptions  in  the  Rio  Grande  Forest 
Management  Plan. 

1-17:  Harvest  185  Mbf  from  a  total  of  5,769  acres  of 
operable  commercial  forest  lands  annually  during  the  life  of 


3-8 


Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan 


the  plan.  Thirty-four  acres  of  CFL  will  be  replaced  annually 
through  regeneration  harvest.  Harvest  477  cords  of  fuel- 
wood  (11,992  acres  of  productive  operable  woodlands) 
during  the  life  of  the  plan  or  53  acres  annually. 

Land  Use  Allocation  Decision 

1-9:  Allow  harvesting  in  any  area  consistent  with  activity 
plans  and  RMP  decisions. 


Lands  and  Realty  Management 


Resource  Condition  Objective  Decisions 

1-18:  Establish  priority  for  access  using  the  following 
criteria: 

1.  Access  easements  that  will  jointly  benefit  BLM  and 
other  resource  agency  programs. 

2.  Access  needs  identified  in  coordinated  resource 
management  activity  plans  (CRMAP). 

3.  Scenic/recreational  access  easements  along  river  cor- 
ridors for  recreation,  wildlife,  riparian,  and  other 
resource  values. 

4.  Other  access  needs  based  on  the  following:  a)  resource 
values  (quantity  and  quality);  b)  potential  for  closure  to 
the  public;  c)  resource  conflict  mitigation;  d)  public 
demand  and  BLM  administrative  needs;  e)  configuration 
(size,  shape  and  amount  of  public  land);  f)  proximity  to 
population  centers;  and  g)  proximity  to  major  travel 
routes. 

1-19:  Promote  maximum  utilization  of  existing  ROWs,  in- 
cluding joint  use  when  possible. 

1-20:  Emphasize  retention  and  management  of  the  majority 
(probably  more  than  95  percent)  of  BLM-administered 
lands  in  the  planning  area. 

1-21:  The  priority  criteria  for  acquisitions  of  new  lands  are: 
1)  riparian  (e.g.,  wetlands,  perennial  streams,  etc.);  2) 
habitat  for  special  status  animal  species  and  areas  with 
special  status  plant  species;  3)  recreation  use  sites  adjacent 
to  water  areas;  4)  wildlife  habitat;  5)  access;  and  6)  lands  to 
improve  overall  manageability.  Some  potential  zones  of 
acquisitions  have  been  tentatively  identified  on  the  Realty 
Action  Decisions  Map  at  the  back  of  this  document. 

1-22:  Land  disposal  of  the  scattered  parcels  in  the  San  Luis 
Lakes  and  Mishak  Lakes  area  will  be  limited  to  agencies  or 
entities  (Colorado  Division  of  Parks  and  Outdoor  Recrea- 
tion, Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife,  Trout  Unlimited,  U.S. 


Fish  &  Wildlife  Service,  Nature  Conservancy,  National  Park 
Service,  etc. )  with  an  interest  in  the  maintenance  or  enhan- 
cement of  the  potential  riparian/wetland  values. 

Land  Use  Allocation  Decisions 

1-10:  Land  disposals  will  occur  under  the  Category  I 
criteria.  Disposal  of  approximately  5,300  acres  shown  on  the 
realty  map  in  the  back  of  the  document  will  occur  through 
sales  or  other  methods. 

1-11:  Land  disposals  can  occur  through  other  methods 
under  Category  II  criteria.  Approximately  352,000  acres, 
shown  on  the  realty  map  in  the  back  of  this  document,  will 
be  available  for  potential  disposal  if  it  is  determined  to  be 
in  the  public  interest.  Category  II  lands,  if  reviewed  on  a 
case-by-case  basis  and  determined  to  meet  Section  203 
criteria  and  would  serve  the  public  interest,  could  also  be 
available  for  sale. 

1-12:  Land  disposal  will  not  occur  in  the  designated 
ACECs,  WSAs,  and  SRMAs  within  the  planning  area; 
disposal  of  lands  with  riparian  values  will  only  be  allowed 
through  exchange,  unless  excepted  in  other  decisions. 

1-13:  Existing  withdrawals  will  be  retained. 

1-14:  New  withdrawals  will  be  recommended  to  protect  the 
five  NRHP  sites  (approximately  560  acres). 

1-15:  Utility  corridor  routes,  identified  by  the  Western 
Utility  Group  (WUG)  and  included  in  the  Rio  Grande 
Forest  Plan,  are  adopted  with  three  exceptions. 

1.  No  utility  corridor  from  the  Poncha  Pass  corridor  west 
to  Middle  Creek  (near  Saguache)  to  Del  Norte.  This  area 
has  many  acres  of  crucial  winter  wildlife  habitat,  is  highly 
scenic,  and  is  an  important  dispersed  recreation  area.  Any 
expansion  of  utility  use  in  the  Poncha  Pass  corridor  will 
be  analyzed  thoroughly  under  the  NERA  process. 

2.  No  utility  corridor  from  New  Mexico  State  line  up 
along  the  Rio  Grande  River  to  Alamosa.  Future  power- 
lines  proposed  into  Colorado  from  New  Mexico  will  be 
routed  outside  the  Rio  Grande  River  Corridor. 

3.  No  major  utility  corridors  will  be  allowed  in  existing 
ACECs. 

1-16:  Any  impacts  from  ROWs  adjacent  to  or  that  cross 
riparian  areas  will  be  mitigated. 

1-17:  All  other  BLM  lands  will  be  open  to  rights-of-way  for 
other  utility  lines,  roads,  etc. ,  and  each  will  be  evaluated  on 
a  case-by-case  basis  for  alignment  and  mitigation  stipula- 
tions. 
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Management  Action  Decision 

1-8:  Identify  and  designate  access  corridors  through  BLM- 
administered  lands  at  the  time  the  support  services  manage- 
ment plan  (SSMP)  is  completed. 

Recreation  Management 

Resource  Condition  Objective  Decisions 

1-23:  Allow  continued  dispersed  recreational  oppor- 
tunities on  BLM-administered  lands. 

1-24:  Provide  special  management  in  areas  with  significant 
recreation  potential  and  increased  use;  e.g.,  Penitente 
Canyon,  Zapata  Falls,  etc. 

Land  Use  Allocation  Decisions 

1-18:  Two  areas  of  special  concern  are  designated  within 
area  #1;  the  Penitente  Canyon  Special  Recreation  Manage- 
ment Area  (7,529  acres)  and  the  Zapata  Falls  Special 
Recreation  Management  Area  (6,302  acres).  These  13,831 
acres  will  be  managed  for  intensive  recreation. 

1-19:  A  total  of  375,466  acres  of  BLM-administered  lands 
will  be  managed  for  extensive  recreation  in  area  #1. 

1-20:  The  majority  of  BLM-administered  land  in  area  #1 
will  be  designated  as  open  or  limited  (seasonal,  designated 
roads  and  trails,  etc. )  to  vehicular  travel.  The  public  will  be 
encouraged  through  an  awareness  program  to  stay  on  roads 
to  protect  environmental  values.  The  only  areas  closed  to 
vehicular  travel  will  be  the  recommended  wilderness  areas. 
Designated  corridors  that  lead  to  U.S.  Forest  Service,  state, 
and  private  lands  will  be  identified  in  the  SSMP  for  use 
during  the  limited  period. 

1-21:  Crucial  big  game  winter  and  birthing  areas  will  be 
designated  as  limited  (seasonal)  for  OHV  use. 

Management  Action  Decisions 

1-9:  Develop  public  awareness  and  public  interpretive 
programs  to  focus  on  user  ethics,  sensitive  resource  values, 
information  brochures,  signing,  etc.,  for  cultural,  and 
wildlife,  recreational  opportunities.  Provide  dispersed 
watchable  wildlife  opportunity  sites  and  sites  to  interpret 
special  status  plant  values.  These  efforts  will  primarily  be  a 
recreation  program,  but  cooperation  from  the  other  resour- 
ces will  be  needed. 

1-10:  Develop  facilities  in  Penitente  Canyon  to  accom- 
modate increasing  recreation  use,  including  restrooms, 
parking,  and  primitive  camping. 


1-11:  Develop  an  activity  plan  focusing  on  management 
needs  to  accommodate  growing  recreation  use,  especially 
rock  climbing,  but  also  protect  resource  values. 

1-12:  Pursue  acquisition  of  state  and  private  lands  within 
the  Zapata  Falls  SRMA. 

1-13:  Develop  an  activity  plan  for  Zapata  Falls  SRMA 
focusing  on  improved  access  to  the  falls  and  needed 
facilities  including  day  use,  interpretive  signing,  etc. 

Visual  Resource  Management 
Resource  Condition  Objective  Decisions 

1-25:  Manage  visual  resource  values  on  public  lands  to 
conform  to  current  VRM  inventory  class  objectives  with  one 
exception  listed  in  Land  Use  Allocation  Decision  #1-22. 

1-26:  Manage  the  Blanca  Peak  chaining,  striving  towards  a 
class  III  objective. 

Land  Use  Allocation  Decision 

1-22:  Public  lands  to  the  west  of  U.  S.  Highway  285  will  be 
managed  according  to  VRM  Class  III  objectives  to  allow  for 
a  major  utility  corridor. 

Historical  Resources 

Resource  Condition  Objective  Decision 

1-27:  Manage  18  historical  sites  on  BLM  lands  for  protec- 
tion from  adverse  impacts  of  other  resources. 

Land  Use  Allocation  Decision 

1-23:  Five  eligible  national  register  sites  (560  acres)  will  be 
protected;  e.  g. ,  remain  in  public  ownership,  closed  to  OHV, 
withdrawn  from  mineral  entry,  leased  with  NSO  stipulation, 
limit  access  for  administrative  use,  etc. 

Management  Action  Decisions 

1-14:  Prepare  CRMPs  for  these  five  significant  sites  as  a 
part  of  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  nominating 
process.  They  will  be  available  for  the  following  use 
categories:  "scientific  use,"  "public  use,"  and  "management 
use." 

1-15:  Prepare  a  valley- wide  CRMP  for  the  13  sites  (620 
acres)  not  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places  (NRHP)  and  manage  these  sites  according  to  this 
activity  plan. 
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Waterpower/Storage 


Resource  Condition  Objective  Decision 

1-28:  Manage  all  significant  archaeological  sites  for  protec- 
tion from  adverse  impacts  of  other  resources. 

Management  Action  Decisions 

1-16:  Complete  specific  CRMPs  on  those  sites  (i.e.,  Punche 
Valley,  Dry  Creek,  etc. )  eligible  for  inclusion  on  the  Nation- 
al Register,  either  as  a  national  site,  a  national  district,  or  a 
noncontiguous  district. 

1-17:  Complete  a  valley-wide  CRMP  on  those  sites  not 
eligible  for  inclusion  on  the  NRHP  and  areas  remaining  to 
be  inventoried. 

1-18:  Provide  selected  parts  of  various  sites  for  public 
education  and  scientific  purposes  as  specified  in  the  valley- 
wide  CRMP,  a  site-specific  CRMP,  or  a  CRMAP. 

Special  Status  Plant  and  Animal 
Values 

Resource  Condition  Objective  Decision 

1-29:  Provide  management  to  enhance,  recover,  or  re- 
establish special  status  plant  and  animal  values. 


Resource  Condition  Objective  Decision 

1-30:  Continue  maintenance  of  the  physical  potential  for 
the  development  of  waterpower/storage. 

Management  Action  Decisions 

1-19:  Evaluate  and  weigh  potential  waterpower/storage 
values  of  all  sites  prior  to  rejecting  possible  land  acquisi- 
tions. 

1-20:  Evaluate  sites  not  withdrawn,  and  if  warranted,  pur- 
sue opportunities  for  acquiring  the  land  and  recommend 
any  affected  land  for  withdrawal. 

1-21:  Develop  measures  to  be  included  in  FERC  licenses 
to  mitigate  other  resources  in  areas  where  other  resources 
are  in  conflict  with  undeveloped  sites. 
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Trickle  Mountain  Area  #2 

All  decisions  under  area  #1  will  apply  here  unless  other- 
wise stated.  Area  #2  contains  44,521  acres  of  BLM- 
administered  lands. 

Resource  Condition  Objective  Decision 

2-1:  Provide  special  management  to  protect  and  enhance 
special  wildlife  values  (multiple  overlapping  and  intensive 
big  game  winter  use),  other  significant  natural  values,  and 
special  status  plant  values. 

Land  Use  Allocation  Decisions 

2-1:  This  area,  including  the  Ford  Creek  Riparian  Area  and 
existing  WHA,  will  be  designated  as  an  ACEC. 

2-2:  Five  bighorn  sheep  lambing  ranges  and  special  status 
values  (6,260  acres)  will  be  protected  by  NSO  and  disposal 


stipulations.  Other  crucial  wildlife  habitat  will  be  protected 
through  no  disposal  stipulations  and  seasonal  limitations. 

2-3:  Application  of  seasonal  limitations  on  timber  cutting 
in  bighorn  sheep  lambing  range  (6,260  acres). 

2-4:  Application  of  limited  OHV  use,  and  all  travel  at  other 
times  will  be  limited  to  designated  roads  and  trails  within 
this  ACEC  and  per  the  CRMAP.  The  existing  OHV  plan 
will  remain  in  place  until  a  CRMAP  is  completed. 

Management  Action  Decisions 

2-1:  Continue  the  riparian  demonstration  project  on  Ford 
Creek. 

2-2:  Develop  CRMAP  emphasizing  crucial  winter  and 
birthing  habitats  as  priority  objectives  and  addressing  spe- 
cial status  animals  and  plants. 
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Sand  Castle  Area  #3 

All  decisions  in  area  #1  will  apply  here  unless  otherwise 
stated.  Area  #3  contains  3,595  acres  of  BLM-administered 
lands. 

Resource  Condition  Objective  Decision 

3-1:  Provide  special  management  to  protect  the  cultural 
and  ecological  resources  within  the  Sand  Castle  area,  with 
emphasis  on  the  200-acre  "Folsom"  archaeological  site. 


Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan 

roads  and  trails  identified  in  the  CRMAP,  which  will  also 
determine  specific  measures  that  may  be  taken  to  manage 
those  potential  impacts  caused  from  OHV  riding  on  roads 
and  trails.  Until  the  CRMAP  is  complete,  travel  will  be 
limited  to  existing  roads  and  trails. 

3-3:  Locatable  mineral  entry  will  be  precluded,  and  a  new 
protective  withdrawal  will  be  placed  on  the  200-acre  Folsom 
site  in  this  ACEC. 

3-4:  A  no  surface  occupancy  (NSO)  stipulation  for  fluid 
minerals  management  will  be  placed  on  the  200-acre  Fol- 
som site  in  this  ACEC. 


Land  Use  Allocation  Decisions 


Management  Action  Decision 


3-1:  ACEC  designation  will  provide  protection  for  the  sig- 
nificant cultural  and  ecological  values. 

3-2:  The  area  is  designated  as  a  limited  OHV  area.  Travel 
within  the  Sand  Castle  area  will  be  restricted  to  designated 


3-1:  Complete  a  CRMAP  for  the  area  with  emphasis  on  the 
protection  of  significant  cultural  and  ecological  values. 
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Blanca  Area  #4 

All  decisions  in  area  #1  will  apply  here  unless  otherwise 
stated.  Area  #4  contains  9,147  acres  of  BLM-administered 
land. 

Resource  Condition  Objective  Decision 

4-1:  Provide  special  management  to  maintain  and  improve 
wetlands  for  waterfowl  production  in  the  area,  maintain 
1,600  acres  of  wetlands,  and  enhance  an  additional  1,175 
acres  of  historical  wetlands.  Recreation  emphasis  will  be 
placed  on  warm  water  fisheries  and  watchable  wildlife-re- 
lated values. 

Land  Use  Allocation  Decisions 

4-1:  The  area  is  designated  as  an  area  of  critical  environ- 
mental concern  (ACEC)  and  a  special  recreation  manage- 
ment area  (SRMA).  This  area  will  be  managed  with  a  strong 
emphasis  on  wildlife  management  and  public  recreation 
opportunities.  Recreation  objectives  for  the  Blanca  SRMA 
will  be  to  enhance  opportunities  for  fishing,  viewing  wildlife, 
waterfowl  hunting,  upland  game  hunting,  and  other  day-use 


recreation.  Since  recreation  opportunities  are  dependent 
on  wildlife  values,  these  values  will  be  enhanced  and 
protected. 

4-2:  Locatable  mineral  entry  will  be  precluded  in  this  area. 

4-3:  Limited  OHV  designations  (seasonal  limitations  and 
travel  restricted  to  designated  roads  and  trails  as  per  the 
CRMAP)  will  maintain  and  protect  significant  values.  Until 
the  CRMAP  is  complete,  travel  will  be  limited  to  existing 
roads  and  trails. 

4-4:  Protect  waterfowl  nesting  and  water  bird  nesting 
habitat  in  the  ACEC  with  seasonal  limitations  from 
February  15  to  July  15. 

Management  Action  Decision 

4-1:  Complete  a  CRMAP  with  specific  emphasis  on 
blending  the  existing  Blanca  HMP  into  the  additional 
recreational  objectives  now  existing  for  tins  area  and  open- 
ing a  portion  of  the  area  for  wildlife  viewing  opportunities 
during  the  limited  closure.  Recreation  objectives  will  con- 
form to  the  existing  site-specific  guidance  within  the  Blanca 
HMP. 
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Elephant  Rocks  Area  #5 

All  decisions  in  area  #1  will  apply  here  unless  otherwise 
stated.  Area  #5  contains  1,852  acres  of  BLM-administered 
land. 

Resource  Condition  Objective  Decision 

5-1:  Provide  special  management  to  protect  unique  geologi- 
cal, scenic,  visual,  special  status  plant  values,  recreation,  and 
other  significant  natural  resource  values. 

Land  Use  Allocation  Decisions 

5-1:  ACEC  designation  will  provide  protection  for  the 
unique  geological,  scenic,  visual,  special  status  plant  values, 
recreation,  and  other  significant  natural  resource  values. 


Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan 

5-2:  Limited  OHV  designations  (seasonal  limitations  and 
travel  restricted  to  designated  roads  and  trails  as  per  the 
CRMAP)  will  maintain  and  protect  significant  values.  Until 
the  CRMAP  is  complete,  travel  will  be  limited  to  existing 
roads  and  trails. 

Management  Action  Decision 

5-1:  Complete  a  CRMAP  for  the  Elephant  Rocks  ACEC 
and  address  those  special  status  plant  values  to  be 
protected.  Portions  of  the  Penitente  SRMA  overlap  this 
ACEC  and  these  recreation  objectives  will  be  considered  in 
the  Elephant  Rocks  CRMAP. 
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Ra  Jadero  Canyon  #6 

All  decisions  in  area  #1  will  apply  here  unless  otherwise 
stated.  Area  #6  contains  3,632  acres  of  BLM-administered 
lands. 


Resource  Condition  Objective  Decision 

6-1:  Provide  special  management  to  protect  the  unique 
special  status  plant  values  and  other  significant  natural 
resources. 

Land  Use  Allocation  Decisions 

6-1:  ACEC  designation  will  provide  protection  for  the 
unique  special  status  plant  values  and  other  significant 
natural  resource  values. 

6-2:  Limited  OHV  designations  (seasonal  limitations  and 
travel  restricted  to  designated  roads  and  trails  as  per  the 
CRMAP)  will  maintain  and  protect  significant  values.  Until 
the  CRMAP  is  complete,  travel  will  be  limited  to  existing 
roads  and  trails. 

Management  Action  Decision 

6-1:  Complete  a  CRMAP  for  the  ACEC  and  address  those 
special  status  plant  values  to  be  protected. 


3-16 


Los  Mogotes  Area  #7 

All  decisions  in  area  #1  will  apply  here  unless  otherwise 
stated.  Area  #7  contains  33,456  acres  of  BLM-administered 
land. 

Resource  Condition  Objective  Decision 

7-1:  Provide  special  management  to  protect  and  en- 
hance big  game  crucial  winter  habitat,  birthing  habitats, 
and  special  status  plant  values. 


Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan 

7-2:  Limited  OHV  designations  (seasonal  and  travel 
restricted  to  designated  roads  and  trails  as  per  the 
CRMAP)  will  maintain  and  protect  significant  values.  Until 
the  CRMAP  is  complete,  travel  will  be  limited  to  existing 
roads  and  trails. 

Management  Action  Decision 

7-1:  Complete  a  CRMAP  with  emphasis  on  protecting 
special  status  plant  and  animal  values  and  big  game  crucial 
winter  and  birthing  habitats  as  priority  objectives. 


Land  Use  Allocation  Decisions 

7-1:  ACEC  designation  will  provide  protection  for 
wildlife  habitat,  and  this  protection  will  be  described  in  the 
CRMAP.  Seasonal  limitations  for  development  of  the 
mineral  materials  during  the  winter  months  will  also  be 
included  in  the  CRMAP. 
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San  Luis  Hills  #8 


All  decisions  in  area  #1  will  apply  here  unless  otherwise 
stated.  Area  #8  contains  28,713  acres  of  BLM-  administered 
land. 

Resource  Condition  Objective  Decision 

8-1:  Provide  special  management  to  maintain  and,  if 
possible,  improve  condition  on  the  existing  acres  of  Flat  Top 
Mountain  wetlands,  big  game  habitat,  and  special  status 
plant  values. 

Land  Use  Allocation  Decisions 

8-1:  ACEC  designation  of  the  San  Luis  Hills  area,  including 
Flat  Top  Mountain,  will  provide  protection  for  the  sig- 
nificant natural  values. 

8-2:  A  no  surface  occupancy  (NSO)  stipulation  for  fluid 
minerals  management  will  be  placed  on  the  2,000-acre 
SPNM  portion  of  Flat  Top  Mountain  in  the  ACEC. 

8-3:  The  Flat  Top  Mountain  segment  (2,000  acres)  of  the 
ACEC  will  be  closed  to  disposal  of  mineral  materials. 

8-4:  Manage  2,000  acres  of  the  Flat  Top  Mountain  portion 
of  the  San  Luis  Hills  ACEC  as  an  OHV  closed  area. 

8-5:  The  remainder  of  the  ACEC  will  be  designated  as  a 
limited  OHV  area  with  travel  restricted  to  designated  roads 
and  trails.  Until  the  CRMAP  is  complete,  travel  will  be 
limited  to  existing  roads  and  trails. 

Management  Action  Decisions 

8-1:  Complete  a  CRMAP  for  the  area  to  protect  the  existing 
significant  values.  This  may  be  combined  with  the  one  for 
Rio  Grande  River  Corridor  #9. 

8-2:  Develop  a  research  program  for  special  status  plant 
values. 


8-3:  Consider  a  joint  study  and  analysis  effort  between  New 
Mexico  and  Colorado  BLM  to  determine  a  recommenda- 
tion for  the  potential  designation  of  all  of  the  Rio  Grande 
Corridor  (57  miles  in  New  Mexico  and  41  miles  in  Colorado) 
as  a  national  conservation  area  (NCA).  The  area  in 
Colorado  will  include  all  of  the  San  Luis  Hills  ACEC  and 
the  Rio  Grande  River  Corridor  ACEC  and  other  unique 
areas  appropriate  for  designation. 
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Rio  Grande  River  Corridor  #9 


All  decisions  in  area  #1  will  apply  here  unless  otherwise 
stated.  Area  #9  contains  2,640  acres  of  BLM-administered 
land.  The  41-mile  corridor  contains  13,230  acres,  which 
include  BLM,  USFWS,  and  private  land. 

Resource  Condition  Objective  Decisions 

9-1:  Provide  special  management  for  the  significant 
natural/scenic/recreational  values  on  2,640  acres  along  a 
22-mile  stretch  of  the  river  administered  by  BLM  as  an  area 
of  critical  environmental  concern  (ACEC).  This  portion  of 
the  corridor  will  be  managed  for  strict  conformance  to 
visual  resource  management  (VRM)  class  objectives,  and 
for  protection  of  the  extensive  wildlife  resources  and  the 
potential  recreational  opportunities  within  this  corridor. 

9-2:  Manage  areas  within  the  foreground  area  of  the  cor- 
ridor that  are  presently  VRM  Class  III  as  VRM  Class  II. 

Land  Use  Allocation  Decisions 

9-1:  ACEC  designation  of  the  2,640  acres  within  the 
Rio  Grande  River  Corridor  will  provide  protection  for  the 
significant  wildlife  and  recreation  values. 

9-2:  SRMA  designation  of  4,595  acres  along  a  29-mile 
stretch  of  the  river  administered  by  BLM  will  provide  for 
the  intensive  management  of  recreation.  The  various  scat- 
tered parcels  of  BLM-administered  lands  along  the  river 
between  the  Lasauses  Cemetery  and  the  County  Bridge  will 
be  managed  for  their  recreation  access  potential  and  will  be 
developed  as  a  portion  of  this  SRMA.  Development  of 
recreation  sites  will  occur  within  these  29  miles.  Manage- 
ment emphasis  in  the  Rio  Grande  River  SRMA  will  be  to 
enhance  floatboating,  fishing,  and  other  recreational  oppor- 
tunities. BLM  will  acquire  additional  acreage  and  access  in 
these  areas.  Acquisition  of  lands  or  interest  in  lands  within 
the  SRMA  will  be  accomplished  either  by  fee  title  methods 
(i.e.,  land  exchanges  with  or  acquisitions  from  willing 


sellers)  or  acquisition  of  scenic  easements,  which  would 
allow  landowners  to  retain  title  to  the  land. 

9-3:  A  no  surface  occupancy  (NSO)  stipulation  for  oil  and 
gas  leasing  will  protect  the  wild  and  scenic  values,  birds  of 
prey  values,  visual  values,  etc. ,  on  the  2,640  acres  of  lands 
administered  by  BLM  within  the  Rio  Grande  River  Cor- 
ridor ACEC. 

9-4:  The  Rio  Grande  River  Corridor  ACEC  (2,640  acres) 
will  not  be  available  for  mineral  materials  disposal. 

9-5:  Locatable  mineral  entry  will  be  precluded  in  this 
ACEC. 

9-6:  The  lower  41  miles  (1,850  acres  USF&WS,  2,830  acres 
BLM,  8,550  acres  private),  of  the  Rio  Grande  River  Cor- 
ridor have  been  determined  to  meet  the  wild  and  scenic 
eligibility  criteria;  22  miles  (2,640  acres  BLM  and  4,400 
acres  private)  of  this  corridor  have  been  determined  to  meet 
the  wild  and  scenic  suitability  criteria.  Segment  A  has  sig- 
nificant manageability  problems  and  cannot  be  considered 
as  suitable.  The  river  has  been  potentially  classified  "scenic" 
for  the  upper  33  miles  and  "wild"  for  the  lower  8  miles.  The 
river  corridor  contains  significant  values  deserving  of  some 
enduring  form  of  protection.  This  protection  could  be 
through  wild  and  scenic  river  designation,  national  conser- 
vation area  designation,  or  some  other  appropriate  means.  The 
Federal  legislative  process  will  determine  the  most  ap- 
propriate form  of  enduring  protection.  In  the  interim  the 
river  corridor  will  be  managed  to  protect  the  outstanding 
remarkable  values.  See  Attachment  7  in  Appendix  A. 

9-7:  The  potential  waterpower  site  withdrawals  that 
presently  exist  within  the  Rio  Grande  Wild  and  Scenic  River 
Corridor  ACEC  will  be  terminated  if  a  wild  and  scenic  river 
designation,  or  a  national  conservation  area  designation, 
etc.,  is  approved  by  Congress. 

9-8:  The  BLM-administered  lands  within  the  Rio  Grande 
River  Corridor  ACEC  are  designated  as  limited;  OHV  use 
will  be  restricted  to  designated  roads  and  trails.  Until  the 
CRMAP  is  complete,  travel  will  be  limited  to  existing  roads 
and  trails. 
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Management  Action  Decisions 

9-1:    A  coordinated  resource  management  activity  plan 
(CRMAP)  will  be  completed  for  the  ACEC/SRMA  portion 


9-2:  Consider  a  joint  study  analysis  effort  between  New 
Mexico  and  Colorado  BLM  to  determine  a  recommenda- 
tion for  the  potential  of  all  the  Rio  Grande  Corridor  (57 
miles  in  New  Mexico  and  41  miles  in  Colorado)  as  a  national 


of  this  river  corridor.  This  site-specific  CRMAP  will  ad- 
dress the  protection  of  various  special  values  within  the 
corridor;  e.g.,  special  status  plant  and  animal  values,  poten- 
tial outdoor  recreation  opportunities  and  facility  develop- 
ment needs,  riparian  values,  visual  resources,  wildlife 
values,  etc.,  as  well  as  the  interim  management  for  wild  and 
scenic  river  values.  This  CRMAP  maybe  combined  with  the 
one  for  San  Luis  Hills  #8. 


conservation  area  (NCA).  The  Colorado  portion  of  the 
corridor  will  potentially  include  all  of  the  San  Luis  Hills 
ACEC,  the  Rio  Grande  River  Corridor  ACEC,  and  adjoin- 
ing lands. 
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Cumbres  and  Toltec  Scenic 
Railroad  Corridor  #10 

All  decisions  in  area  #1  will  apply  here  unless  otherwise 
stated.  Area  #10  contains  3,824  acres  of  BLM-ad- 
ministered  lands. 

Resource  Condition  Objective  Decisions 

10-1:  Provide  special  management  to  the  corridor  for  strict 
conformance  to  existing  VRM  class  objectives. 

10-2:  Protection  of  historical  and  visual  values  will  be 
emphasized  in  the  CRMAP. 


Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan 
Land  Use  Allocation  Decisions 

10-1:  Designation  of  the  minimum  necessary  foreground 
viewshed  as  an  ACEC  will  provide  protection  for  the  unique 
scenic  resources  viewed  from  the  train. 

10-2:  The  ACEC  will  not  be  available  for  mineral  materials 
disposal. 

10-3:  The  ACEC  will  be  leased  for  fluid  minerals  manage- 
ment with  a  no  surface  occupancy  (NSO)  stipulation. 

10-4:  Limited  OHV  designation  (seasonal  and  travel 
limited  to  designated  roads)  will  continue.  Until  the 
CRMAP  is  complete,  travel  will  be  limited  to  existing  roads 
and  trails. 


Management  Action  Decision 

10-1:  Prepare  CRMAP  for  area  with  emphasis  on  protec- 
tion of  unique  scenic  resource  viewshed. 


— ^Jfifc. 
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ACTIVITY  PLANS  BY 

RESOURCE/RESOURCE 

USE 


The  following  activity  plans  will  be  needed  to  implement 
decisions  in  this  proposed  RMP: 

Paleontology:  An  area-wide  surface-disturbance  and 
development  plan  and  a  site-specific  plan  for  the  one  public 
paleo  use/educational  site  near  Clayton  Cone. 

Riparian  Resources:  Site-specific  planning  as  necessary  for 
all  riparian  zones  to  modify  existing  habitat  management 
plans  (HMPs)  or  allotment  management  plans  (AMPs)  and 
to  make  site-specific  input  into  various  coordinated 
resource  management  activity  plans  (CRMAPs)  for  im- 
plementation of  the  RMP. 

Livestock  Grazing:  In  all  pertinent  allotments,  modify 
and/or  develop  management  AMPs.  Make  site-specific 
input  into  various  coordinated  resource  management  ac- 
tivity plans  (CRMAPs)  to  meet  the  specific  decisions  within 
the  RMP. 

Wildlife  Habitat  Management:  Site-specific  planning  on 
all  intensively  managed  wildlife  areas  in  Trickle,  Blanca,  Los 
Mogotes,  and  the  Rio  Grande  River  Corridor  will  be  done 
within  a  CRMAP.  Special  status  species  planning  and  input 
will  be  made  into  various  CRMAPs  and  activity  plans. 

Forest  and  Woodlands:  Site-specific  planning  will  be  done 
as  part  of  a  CRMAP  for  Trickle  Mountain. 


Lands  and  Realty  Management:  Site-specific  planning  for 
lands  actions,  etc. ,  will  be  part  of  an  area-wide  combined 
support  services  management  plan  (SSMP) 

Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern:  Site-specific 
planning  to  ensure  that  RMP  decisions  are  implemented. 
Each  ACEC  will  require  a  completed  CRMAP. 

Historical  and  Archaeological  Resources:  Cultural 
resource  management  plans  (CRMPs)  will  be  done  (e.g., 
Punche  Valley,  La  Garita  Creek,  Dry  Creek,  etc.),  specific 
input  into  a  CRMAP  will  be  accomplished  in  special 
management  areas  (i.e.,  ACECs),  and  one  area-wide  CRMP 
will  be  done  on  all  areas  not  covered  specifically. 

Fire:  The  existing  activity  plan  will  be  reviewed  and  updated 
to  comply  with  the  RMP,  which  will  occur  at  the  first  regular- 
ly scheduled  annual  review  and  update.  Input  into  all 
CRMAPs  will  be  done  as  needed. 

Recreation:  Either  a  recreation  area  management  plan 
(RAMP);  i.e.,  Zapata  Falls  and  Penitente  Canyon,  or 
specific  input  into  a  CRMAP  for  intensively  managed  areas 
(i.e.,  Blanca  and  Rio  Grande  River  Corridor). 

Support  Services:  An  area-wide  combined  support  services 
management  plan  (SSMP)  with  other  supporting  services 
(i.e.,  access,  transportation,  cadastral,  off-highway  vehicle 
use,  engineering,  hazards,  land  ownership  adjustment, 
recreation  opportunity  signing,  off-highway  recreation  con- 
trol signing,  monitoring,  etc.)  to  fulfill  resource  manage- 
ment plan  (RMP)  decisions. 
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CHAPTER  4 


CONSEQUENCES  OF  THE  PROPOSED 

PLAN 


This  chapter  describes  the  physical,  biological,  and 
economic  consequences  of  implementing  the  San  Luis 
Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  as  presented  in 
Chapter  3  of  this  document.  Only  resources  and  resource 
uses  that  will  have  consequences  as  a  result  of  implementing 
the  decisions  within  this  proposed  plan  are  discussed. 

Both  adverse  and  beneficial  consequences,  based  on  the 
effects  of  the  proposed  resource  condition  objectives,  land 
use  allocations,  and  the  management  actions  are  discussed. 
Mitigating  measures  designed  to  avoid  or  reduce  environ- 
mental consequences  are  incorporated  into  the  proposed 
plan  and  this  corresponding  environmental  analysis.  Those 
identified  consequences  are  considered  unavoidable  with 
the  prescribed  mitigation. 

ASSUMPTIONS  FOR 
ANALYSIS 

An  interdisciplinary  approach  was  used  in  developing  and 
analyzing  environmental  consequences.  The  general  and 
resource/resource  use-specific  assumptions,  which  defined 
the  parameters  of  the  analysis  within  the  draft  RMP/EIS, 
are  covered  in  the  first  section  of  this  chapter. 

General  Assumptions 

Implemented  actions  from  decisions  made  in  this  proposed 
resource  management  plan  (RMP)  will  be  in  compliance 
with  all  valid  existing  rights,  Federal  regulations,  Bureau 
policies,  etc. 

Implementation  of  the  approved  resource  management 
plan  (RMP)  will  begin  30  days  after  the  approved  RMP  and 
record  of  decision  (ROD)  are  signed  by  the  BLM  state 
director,  and  all  implemented  actions  will  subsequently 
conform  to  the  specific  approved  RMP  decisions. 

The  life  of  the  plan  will  be  approximately  15  to  20  years. 
Changes  or  effects  described  during  the  life  of  the  plan  will 
be  short  term  unless  otherwise  stated  and  will  occur  during 
or  immediately  following  implementation  of  an  action. 
Short-term  impacts  will  occur  over  a  5-year  period  following 
implementation;  long-term  impacts  will  occur  over  a  5-  to 
20-year  period. 


Analysis  in  the  proposed  plan  is  based  on  the  assumption 
that  adequate  finances  and  personnel  will  be  available  to 
implement  the  decisions  of  the  plan. 

Effects,  for  the  purpose  of  this  analysis,  are  the  net  un- 
avoidable changes,  impacts,  etc.,  to  a  resource  or  resource 
use  after  mitigation. 

Only  significant  changes  or  effects,  which  vary  by 
resource/resource  use,  are  analyzed.  Also,  those  actions 
with  significant  changes  or  effects  that  will  subsequently  be 
fully  mitigated  by  existing  Bureau  and  Bureau-adopted 
stipulations  will  not  need  to  be  analyzed.  Fully  mitigated 
effects  will  have  no  net  adverse  unavoidable  change  or 
effect. 

The  stated  net  unavoidable  effects  will  be  monitored  and 
continually  evaluated  during  the  life  of  the  plan.  Where 
necessary,  adjustments  in  the  actions  will  be  made  to 
achieve  the  minimum  level  possible  of  consequential  effects 
based  on  the  data  from  plan  action  monitoring. 

Effects  from  actions  not  covered  in  this  plan  or  accompany- 
ing documents  will  be  analyzed  as  needed  through  plan 
amendments/environmental  assessments  or  environmental 
impact  statements.  This  additional  analysis  will  be  done  in 
accordance  with  Bureau  planning/environmental  guidance 
prior  to  BLM  consideration  for  approval  of  that  action. 

Resources  and  resource  uses  with  insignificant  net  un- 
avoidable effects  are  analyzed  in  the  management  common 
section  of  chapter  3  and  are  not  further  addressed  in  this 
chapter.  Those  resources  or  resource  uses  include:  climate, 
air  quality,  soils,  water  resources,  geology  and  topography, 
vegetation,  fire  management,  and  hazards  management.  All 
other  resources  and  resource  uses  are  analyzed  in  this 
chapter  of  the  proposed  plan. 

Minerals  Management  Assumptions 

The  reasonably  foreseeable  level  of  fluid  mineral  operations 
per  year  within  the  planning  area  will  involve  3  to  10  applica- 
tions for  permit  to  drill  (APDs)  and  3  to  7  notices  of  intent 
(NOIs)  to  conduct  geophysical  operations.  This  level  of 
fluid  mineral  activity  represents  an  estimated  maximum 
disturbance  of  about  40  acres  per  year. 
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Geophysical  exploration  operations  will  be  subject  to  rela- 
tively the  same  management  decisions  and  subsequent  ef- 
fects as  identified  for  fluid  mineral  leasing  and 
development. 

Although  existing  fluid  mineral  leases  will  not  be  modified 
by  the  decisions  of  this  plan  during  the  term  of  each  lease, 
lessees  and  operators  will  be  encouraged  to  voluntarily 
comply  with  such  requirements  if  and  when  operations  are 
conducted. 

Retention  or  disposal  of  mineral  rights  on  BLM- 
administered  lands  identified  for  land  ownership  adjust- 
ment will  be  determined  on  a  case-by-case  basis.  Disposal 
of  these  lands  with  low-value  minerals  could  potentially 
create  a  split-estate  situation;  i.e.,  surface  estate  separated 
from  the  subsurface  minerals.  Exploration  and  develop- 
ment in  these  areas  could  cause  some  additional  operational 
requirements;  however,  because  of  the  assumed  low- 
mineral  values,  the  effect  will  be  insignificant. 

Paleontological  Resources  Assump- 
tions 

Under  current  circumstances,  paleontological  resources 
will  continue  to  deteriorate  through  natural  forces,  public 
visitation,  and  vandalism  if  no  corrective  nor  preventive 
action  is  taken.  Full  compliance  and  implementation  of  the 
laws,  regulations,  and  Bureau  policy  will  be  completed 
before  beginning  any  actions  resulting  from  approved  RMP 
decisions;  however,  there  will  still  be  a  net  adverse  effect  to 
this  resource. 

Riparian  Resource  Management  As- 
sumptions 

Riparian  resource  management  will  continue  to  improve 
within  the  planning  area.  Full  compliance  with  and  im- 
plementation of  the  new  Bureau  guidance  to  maintain 
and/or  improve  current  conditions  in  riparian  zones  will 
significantly  and  positively  affect  this  resource.  Prior  to 
implementation,  all  actions  within  riparian  zones  will  be 
assessed  for  their  effects  on  the  resource. 

Livestock  Grazing  Management  As- 
sumptions 

Current  trends  in  livestock  market  conditions  in  the  plan- 
ning area  will  continue  for  the  life  of  the  plan.  Livestock 
values  will,  therefore,  fluctuate  the  same  as  at  present. 

Assessments  of  vegetative  effects  will  be  based  on  expecta- 
tions of  normal  precipitation  during  the  life  of  the  plan. 


Long-term  grazing  use  levels  will  be  based  on  the  effective- 
ness of  the  allotment  management  plan  (AMP)  process, 
through  evaluation  of  monitoring  information  (e.g.,  utiliza- 
tion studies  and  actual  use  data)  and  modifications  of  those 
use  levels  as  the  need  occurs. 

Grazing  decisions  in  this  PRMP  replace  grazing  EIS 
decisions  and  range  program  documents  (summary  up- 
dates). These  RMP  decisions  will  be  implemented  after  the 
approved  RMP/ROD  is  signed. 

Wildlife  and  Fish  Habitat  Manage- 
ment Assumptions 

Any  quality  changes  in  big  game  and  waterfowl  habitat 
could  cause  an  increase  or  decrease  in  those  wildlife 
populations.  A  direct  relationship  exists  between  the  quality 
(e.g.,  condition  and  trend)  of  wildlife  habitat  and  the  wildlife 
populations  using  that  habitat  (e.g.,  numbers  of  animals  and 
waterfowl). 

Forest  and  Woodland  Management 
Assumptions 

Timber  stand  quality  will  continue  to  decline  on  old  harvest 
areas,  and  pests  and  disease  problems  will  increase  if  the 
infected  residual  stands  remain.  Appropriate  timber  stand 
harvest  and  improvement  (e.g.,  proper  silviculture  prac- 
tices) will  enhance  most  other  resources.  Typically  range- 
land  resources  (e.g.,  wildlife  and  livestock  forage) 
will  not  be  affected. 

Lands  and  Realty  Management  As- 
sumptions 

Land  ownership  adjustments  (e.g.,  increases  and/or 
decreases  in  BLM  lands)  will  be  made.  Preference  will  be 
given  to  those  adjustments  that  will  provide  the  most 
benefits  to  the  public.  This  would  be  either  public  gains  in 
quality  of  lands  (e.g.,  gaining  riparian  zones)  or  in  quantity 
of  lands  (e.g.,  land  exchanges  where  more  acres  are  gained 
than  given). 

Various  methods  of  land  ownership  adjustment  will  be  con- 
sidered and  will  be  accomplished  according  to  FLPMA.  In 
all  cases,  fair  market  value  will  be  received  for  lands  sold  or 
leased  for  private  use,  and  lands  of  equal  or  greater  value 
will  be  received  for  exchanges. 

All  land  adjustments  identified  will  be  completed  during  the 
life  of  the  plan.  Also  the  adjustments  will  block  up  BLM 
lands  through  acquisition  of  state  and  private  lands  and 
disposal  of  isolated  BLM  tracts. 
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Reducing  trespass  on  BLM  land  will  be  a  high  priority  in  the 
resource  area. 

Concentrated  areas  with  existing  major  utility  lines  are 
established  as  designated  utility  corridors  in  consult- 
ation/coordination with  the  Western  Regional  Corridor 
Study  (WRCS).  Future  major  rights-of-way  (ROWs)  will  be 
restricted  to  these  corridors  unless  appropriate  justification 
is  provided  to  do  otherwise.  Location  of  future  major 
ROWs  in  specified  areas  will  be  confined  to  the  area  be- 
tween existing  ROWs  in  the  Poncha  Pass  to  Saguache  area 
in  the  WRCS  Corridor  A. 

Actions  with  site-specific  impacts  from  development  of 
facilities  within  communication  sites,  on  smaller  ROWs 
requested  by  the  public,  and  in  corridors  (if  designated)  will 
be  assessed  in  accordance  with  Bureau  planning/  environ- 
mental regulations  prior  to  BLM  consideration  for  ap- 
proval. 

Wilderness  Management  Assump- 
tions 

All  the  resource  area  WSAs  will  be  managed  under  BLM 
Interim  Management  Policy  and  Guidelines  for  Lands 
Under  Wilderness  Review  (IMP)  until  Congress  makes  a 
decision  on  wilderness  designations  within  the  district.  Any 
WSAs  released  by  Congress  from  wilderness  consideration 
will  be  returned  to  other  multiple  use  management  for 
BLM-administered  lands  as  prescribed  in  this  plan. 

An  interagency  agreement  between  the  U.S.  Forest  Service 
and  BLM  dated  February  20,  1981,  provided  for  the  joint 
study  of  adjoining  wilderness  areas  and  designated  the 
forest  service  as  the  lead  agency  in  the  study.  A  proposal  has 
been  made  to  Congress  recommending  3,300  acres  of  con- 
tiguous BLM  study  areas  (Black  Canyon,  South  Piney 
Creek,  Papa  Keal,  and  Zapata  Creek)  suitable  for  wilder- 
ness designation. 

Designated  wilderness  areas  bordering  national  forest  and 
national  park  lands  will  be  managed  in  cooperation  with 
those  adjacent  responsible  agencies  through  actions  such  as 
cooperative  agreement. 

Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Con- 
cern Assumptions 

All  areas  considered  for  wilderness  (e.g.,  initial  study  areas) 
and  those  now  designated  for  wilderness  study  (e.g.,  wilder- 
ness study  areas)  have  some  special  values  and,  therefore, 
were  considered  in  the  nomination  process  as  potential 
areas  of  critical  environmental  concern  (ACECs).  In  addi- 
tion to  the  7  areas  considered  for  wilderness  values,  15  other 
sites  were  nominated,  evaluated,  and  screened  for  recom- 


mendation as  ACECs  in  this  plan.  Ten  of  the  22  areas  were 
determined  to  meet  the  Bureau  ACEC  screening  criteria 
and  were  analyzed  in  the  draft  RMP/draft  EIS.  Future  areas 
may  be  nominated,  screened,  and  recommended.  An 
EA/plan  amendment  will  be  prepared  for  future  designated 
areas. 


Access  and  Transportation  Manage- 
ment Assumptions 

Acquisition  of  all  identified  access  proposals  will  improve 
administration  of  resource  programs.  Also  BLM  collector 
and  local  roads  will  continue  to  be  maintained,  and  BLM 
resource  roads  will  not  be  routinely  maintained.  An  active 
signing/barricading  program  will  also  be  implemented  on 
road  closures  and  problem  areas. 

Recreation  Management  Assump- 
tions 

Based  on  documentation  in  the  Colorado  Comprehensive 
Outdoor  Recreation  Plan  (CORP),  visitor  use  on  BLM 
lands  is  expected  to  significantly  increase  over  present  rates. 
New  technology  will  result  in  growth  of  activities,  which 
cannot  be  anticipated  (e.g.,  rock  climbing.) 

Visual  Resource  Management  As- 
sumptions 

All  actions  will  be  guided  by  BLM  visual  resource  manage- 
ment class  objectives. 

Historical  Resources  Assumptions 

Under  current  circumstances,  historical  resources  will  con- 
tinue to  deteriorate  through  natural  forces  and  from  public 
use  and  vandalism  if  no  corrective  nor  preventive  action  is 
taken.  Clearance  will  be  required  pursuant  to  36  CFR  800. 
Full  compliance  and  enforcement  of  Section  106  of  the 
National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (1966)  will  be  completed 
before  beginning  any  actions  resulting  from  approved  RMP 
decisions;  however,  there  will  still  be  a  net  adverse  effect  to 
this  resource. 

Archaeological  Resources  Assump- 
tions 

Under  current  circumstances,  archaeological  resources  will 
continue  to  deteriorate  through  natural  forces  and  from 
public  use  and  vandalism  if  no  corrective  nor  preventive 
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action  is  taken.  Clearance  will  be  required  pursuant  to  36 
CFR  800. 


Economic  Conditions  and  Social  En- 
vironment Assumptions 

The  socio-economic  analysis  is  adequate  to  analyze 
local/regional  social  and  economic  effects;  effects  on  the 
BLM  San  Luis  Resource  Area  management  costs;  and  ef- 
fects on  national  values  for  recreation  activities. 

Currently  there  are  no  up-to-date  models  specific  to  the 
economic  study  area  (ESA)  that  could  be  used  to  measure 
total  employment  and  income  changes  for  this  plan.  The 
Bureau  of  Economic  Analysis  Regional  Input-Output 
Modeling  System  (RIMS  II),  however,  has  multipliers  for 
Colorado,  which  are  used  in  this  analysis.  The  expenditure 
data  was  developed  from  studies  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  and  other  studies  for  Colorado  (Table  4-1 
and  Table  4-2).  Management  will  affect  employment, 
population,  and  income  in  the  area.  Most  of  the  effects 
occur  because  of  impacts  on  the  ranching  sector,  forestry 
sector,  and  retail  and  service  sectors.  These  economic  sec- 
tors will  be  affected  by  changes  in  grazing,  forestry,  and 
recreation  opportunities  occurring  from  the  land  uses  in  the 
plan.  The  potential  economic  impacts  are  insignificant  as 


they  relate  to  local  and  regional  impact.  Contributions  to 
the  ESA  from  recreation  activities  occurring  on  BLM  land 
will  be  as  follows:  expenditure  $2,177,870;  output 
$4,608,373;  earnings  $1,498,157;  and  employment  119. 
Recreation  activity  employment  (119)  in  the  ESA  will  be  less 
than  1  percent  change.  The  expenditures  for  recreation 
(e.g.,  transportation,  lodging,  entertainment,  eating,  and 
drinking)  are  changes  in  final  demand. 

The  expenditure  data  is  used  to  measure  economic  effects 
on  the  ESA  and  national  values  are  defined  as  the  net 
economic  gain  from  an  activity.  Expenditures  are  important 
to  local  and  state  economies,  but  they  do  not  reflect  the  total 
recreation  values  of  the  resource,  which  include  the  per- 
sonal benefits  one  receives  from  participation  in  that  ac- 
tivity. Thus,  national  values  measure  these  additional 
benefits.  For  example,  the  net  gain  or  national  values  from 
a  recreation  activity  are  what  the  recreator  is  willing  to  pay 
over  their  actual  costs  to  participate  in  the  activity.  Net  gains 
are  portrayed  on  an  annual  basis  for  this  analysis. 

These  national  values  are  estimates  of  "willingness  to  pay" 
(wtp).  Wtp  values  are  easy  to  determine  when  goods  and 
services  are  bought  and  sold  in  well-defined  markets. 
Recreation  wtp  values,  however,  usually  have  to  be  es- 
timated from  secondary  sources  (Table  4-1). 


Table  4-1 
DOLLAR  VALUE  PER  RESOURCE  UNIT 


Resources 


Unit 


Dollar  Value 


Livestock 
Deer  hunting 
Elk  hunting 
Antelope  hunting 
Other  big  game  hunting 
Waterfowl  hunting 
Warm  water  angling 
Cold  water  angling 
Dispersed  recreation  use 
Nongame  use  (nature  study) 


AUM 

7.55- 

AUs 

47.86 

AUs 

137.22 

AUs 

18.95 

HDs 

23.17 

HDs 

6.78 

ADs 

3.76 

ADs 

4.15 

RDs 

3.55 

RDs 

8.58 

1/ 


**  The  charge  to  livestock  lessee  is  $1.54/ AUM. 
Source:  Colorado  BLM  SAGERAM  1987  Price  file. 
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No  significant  population  change  will  result  from  land  use 
allocation.  The  impacts  tend  to  be  site-specific  and  confined 
to  a  particular  type  of  user  group.  Any  decision  will  usually 
produce  trade-offs  with  social  advantages  for  some  persons 
or  groups  and  social  disadvantages  for  others. 

Some  resource  products  on  BLM  land  can  be  valued;  others 
cannot.  Dollar  values  can  be  assigned  to  timber  and  other 
resources  (Tables  4-2  and  4-3). 

All  of  these  values  were  estimated  as  willingness  to  pay 
values.  Some  of  the  values  were  determined  by  observation 
of  goods  and  services  bought  and  sold  in  well-defined 
markets.  For  example  markets  exist  for  grazing;  however, 
other  resources  such  as  recreation  do  not  have  established 
markets.  These  values  were  based  on  various  willingness  to 
pay  studies. 

Examples  of  other  benefits  not  assigned  monetary  values 
include  the  value  to  future  generations  of  protection  and 
preserving  cultural  resources,  the  benefits  of  maintaining 
viable  populations  of  wildlife  species,  and  the  satisfaction 
derived  by  those  who  do  not  have  any  intention  of  seeing 
these  populations. 


Mineral  values  are  also  not  considered.  Mineral  activity  on 
BLM  lands  respond  mostly  to  changes  in  market  prices  over 
time,  rather  than  to  changes  in  land  management  plans. 
Price  changes  in  minerals  or  the  amount  of  minerals  that  can 
be  produced  in  the  future  on  BLM  lands  cannot  be 
predicted.  Thus  minerals  are  not  valued  for  the  trade-off 
analysis,  but  are  considered  during  the  decision  making 
process. 

The  BLM  San  Luis  Resource  Area  management  costs  of 
$650,000  per  year  are  not  expected  to  change.  The  actual 
dollar  amount  may  change  because  of  inflation.  In  terms  of 
1987  dollars,  however,  the  $650,000  is  not  expected  to  in- 
crease. 

Special  Plant  and  Animal  Species 
Assumptions 

In  all  cases,  full  compliance  with  Section  7  of  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  (1973)  will  be  completed  before  invoking 
specific  actions  resulting  from  RMP  decisions.  This  re- 
quires mandatory  consultation  and  coordination  with  the 
USFWS  and  clearance  of  lands  inhabited  by  these  species. 
Inventory  analysis  and  monitoring  will  be  done  for  special 


Table  4-2 
ESTIMATED  RECREATION  NATIONAL  ANNUAL  DOLLAR  VALUES  BY  2007 


Resource 


Value 


Base 

Proposed  Plan 

151,520 

173,613 

71,360 

85,578 

148,700 

169,221 

52,440 

59,677 

986,300 

1,155,070 

196,640 

228,237 

151,240 

172,111 

16,380 

17,753 

58,160 

66,186 

3,600 

4,916 

4,240 

4,825 

1,840,580 

2,137,187 

296,607 

16 

OHV 

8 

Other  Motor 

8 

Nonmotor 

10 

Camping 

6 

Hunting 

70 

Land  Based 

8 

Fishing 

4 

Boating 

13 

Other  Water 

8 

Winter  Sports 

18 

Snowmobiling 

8 

Total 

Cumulative  Increase  from  Base 

Percent  Increase 

4-5 


Chapter  4 


Table  4-3 
ESTIMATED  NATIONAL  ANNUAL  DOLLAR  VALUES  BY  2007 


Resource 


Value 


Base 


Proposed  Plan 


Recreation  ^ 

AUMs 

Sawtimber  Mfb 

Cords  of  Wood 

Total 

Cumulative  Increase 

Percent  Increase  From  Base 


8 

11 

9 


1,840,580 

259,200 

3,168 

5,102 

2,108,050 


2,137,187 

259,200 

2,035 

4,293 

2,402,715 

294,665 

14 


y  See  Table  4-1 

plant  and  animal  species.  Clearances  for  special  plant  and 
animal  species  will  be  completed  for  all  proposed  manage- 
ment actions. 

Waterpower/Storage  Assumptions 

Waterpower/storage  site  withdrawals  will  continue  to  be 
made  on  sites  that  meet  the  qualifying  criteria  for  water- 
power/storage. 

Location  and  evaluation  of  new  waterpower/storage  sites 
will  continue  and  will  be  added  to  the  inventory.  Land 
acquisitions  of  waterpower/storage  sites  meeting  the 
criteria  will  be  completed  as  needed  and  subsequent  water- 
power/storage site  withdrawals  will  be  made  where  ap- 
propriate. 

CONSEQUENCES 

The  analysis  of  consequences  is  presented  by  affected 
resource  and  resource  use.  If  the  cumulative  consequences 
are  not  discussed,  they  are  the  same  as  the  specific  conse- 
quences for  that  affected  resource  or  resource  use. 

Minerals  Management 

In  this  plan,  617,180  acres  (99.5  percent)  of  Federal  fluid 
mineral  estate  will  be  open  for  leasing  and  3,620  acres  (0.5 
percent)  will  be  closed  to  leasing.  Appendix  C  identifies 
proposed  lease  stipulations  for  resource-specific  require- 
ments for  stipulation  waivers,  exemptions,  and  modifica- 
tions. 

Tables  4-4  and  4-5  list  this  acreage  by  leasing  category  for 
oil  and  gas  and  geothermal  resources. 


As  a  matter  of  policy,  fluid  mineral  operations  will  not  be 
allowed  within  the  3,285  acres  of  riparian  resources  unless 
such  activity  could  be  fully  mitigated  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  authorized  officer.  The  implementation  of  this  policy 
should  not  result  in  a  significant  impact  to  fluid  mineral 
resources  as  all  such  areas  are  300  feet  or  less  in  width.  Some 
inconvenience  may  occur  as  a  result  of  this  requirement; 
however,  no  fluid  resources  will  be  lost. 

Managing  6,260  acres  of  bighorn  sheep  lambing  range 
under  a  no  surface  occupancy  requirement  will  result  in 
substantially  higher  (30  to  100  percent)  drilling  and 
development  costs  because  directional  drilling,  if  feasible, 
will  be  required.  If  for  technological  and/or  economical 
reasons  directional  drilling  could  not  be  conducted,  the 
potential  fluid  resources  within  these  areas  will  be  foregone. 
The  seasonal  use  restriction  on  17,034  acres  of  crucial  an- 
telope winter  and  fawning  range  will  place  a  severe  restric- 
tion on  these  lands  as  occupancy  will  be  restrained  from 
December  15  to  July  15  of  each  year.  This  combination  of 
seasonal  use  restrictions  will  only  provide  for  occupancy 
from  July  16  to  December  14.  The  management  of  ap- 
proximately 342,000  acres  of  crucial  big  game  winter  range 
and  crucial  waterfowl  areas  under  a  seasonal  use  restriction 
could  result  in  higher  exploration,  drilling,  and  develop- 
ment costs  in  addition  to  potential  scheduling  problems. 

The  management  of  2,640  acres  of  fluid  mineral  estate 
within  the  Rio  Grande  River  Corridor  ACEC  including  the 
wild  and  scenic  segment,  2,000  acres  within  the  Flat  Top 
semiprimitive  nonmotorized  area,  760  acres  of  NRHP  sites, 
40  acres  within  the  town  of  South  Fork,  3,824  acres  in  the 
Cumbres  Toltec  ACEC,  and  1,200  acres  within  the  Pike 
Stockade/Monte  Vista  park  R&PP  sites  will  be  under  a  no 
surface  occupancy  (NSO)  stipulation.  This  management 
will  result  in  substantial  cost  increases  (50  to  100  percent) 
for  exploration  and  development  because  of  the  require- 
ment to  use  directional  drilling,  if  possible,  to  access  the 
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fluid  mineral  potential  of  these  areas.  If  directional  drilling 
were  not  feasible,  the  potential  fluid  resource  of  these  lands 
will  be  lost. 

All  Federal  fluid  mineral  estate  will  be  available  for  leasing 
with  the  exception  of  the  320  acres  within  the  incorporated 
town  of  Del  Norte  and  the  3,300  acres  of  WSAs  recom- 
mended for  wilderness  designation.  Management  of 
258,536  acres  under  standard  lease  terms  will  ensure  the 
exploration  for  and  potential  development  of  fluid  minerals 
from  these  lands.  The  management  of  about  342,000  acres 
under  a  seasonal  use  stipulation  will  result  in  higher  explora- 
tion and  development  costs  and  scheduling  problems  for  the 
operator/lessee.  Any  increase  in  exploration  and/or 


development  costs  could  result  in  a  potential  loss  of  fluid 
mineral  production  in  the  planning  area.  A  no  surface 
occupancy  requirement  on  16,844  acres  for  recreation  and 
wildlife  will  result  in  substantially  higher  drilling  and 
development  costs  or  possible  loss  of  fluid  resource  from 
these  lands.  The  adverse  impact  of  this  leasing  stipulation 
will  be  especially  significant  in  this  planning  area  because  of 
the  limited  fluid  resource  information  currently  available 
and  the  inability  to  obtain  such  information  because  of  the 
exclusion  of  surface  operations  from  these  lands. 

In  this  plan  601,443  acres  (97  percent)  of  Federal  minerals 
will  be  identified  as  open  to  entry  and  location  and  available 
for  exploration  and  development  under  the  general  mining 


Table  4-4 
MANAGEMENT  OF  OIL  AND  GAS  LEASES  BY  ACRES 


Management  Category 

Nominal 
Potential 

Low  Potential 

Moderate 
Potential 

Total 

Percent  of 
Mineral  Estate 

Open 

Standard  Lease  Terms 

18,061 

237,945 

2,530 

258,536 

41.0 

Seasonal  Restrictions 

70,230 

251,350 

20,420 

342,000 

55.0 

NSO  or  Similar  Constraints 

1,155 

15,289 

400 

16,844 

3.0 

Closed 

Nondiscretionary^ 

3,620 

1.0 

WSA  lands27 

16,794 

1.0 

;~  City  of  Del  Norte  and  recommended  WSA  lands  contiguous  to  USFS  lands. 
WSA  lands  pending  Congressional  decision 


Table  4-5 
MANAGEMENT  OF  GEOTHERMAL  LEASES  BY  ACRES 


Management  Category 

Low  Potential 

Moderate 
Potential 

High  Potential 

Total 

Percent  of 
Mineral  Estate 

Open: 

Standard  Lease  Terms 

225,766 

30,360 

2,410 

258,536 

41.0 

Seasonal  Restrictions 

290,350 

45,030 

6,620 

342,000 

55.0 

NSO  or  Similar  Constraints 

14,634 

2,210 

16,844 

3.0 

Closed: 

Nondiscretionary 

3,620 

1.0 

WSA  recommended  lands 

16,794 
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laws.  The  continuation  of  existing  and  new  withdrawals  of 
the  Blanca  Wildlife  Habitat/Special  Recreation  Manage- 
ment Area  (9,147  acres)  and  the  Pike  Stockade  and  Monte 
Vista  R&PP  sites  (1,200  acres),  as  well  as  the  U.S.  Forest 
Service  administrative  sites  (200  acres),  the  Rio  Grande 
Wild  and  Scenic  River  segment  (2,640  acres),  six  eligible 
NRHP  sites  (760  acres),  and  WSAs  recommended  for 
wilderness  designation  (3,300  acres)  should  not  result  in  a 
significant  impact  because  of  the  low  potential  of  the  areas 
for  locatable  minerals.  Total  acres  closed  to  mineral  entry 
and  location  will  be  17,247  (3  percent).  The  closure  of  2,000 
acres  of  OHV  use  and  the  designation  of  ACECs  encom- 
passing a  total  of  131,380  acres  of  Federal  lands  will  result 
in  increased  cost  and  inconvenience  for  mining 
claimants/operators  because  of  the  requirement  for  filing 
and  approving  a  plan  of  operations. 

In  this  plan  599,371  acres  (97  percent)  of  the  planning  area 
are  open  to  the  disposal  of  mineral  materials  with  a  mini- 
mum of  timing  restrictions.  Mineral  material  resources 
from  these  lands  will  be  available  to  private  and  governmen- 
tal agencies  through  sale  or  free  use.  The  management  of 
about  342,000  acres  (55  percent)  of  the  planning  area  under 
a  season  of  use  limitation  could  result  in  scheduling  incon- 
venience and  loss  of  mineral  material  resources.  The  cost  of 
capital  improvements,  which  cannot  be  utilized  throughout 
the  year,  could  result  in  the  cost  of  production  becoming  too 
high  and  resource  use  uneconomical.  Impacts  from 
seasonal  use  limitations  could  be  significant  in  the  Los 
Mogotes  and  San  Luis  Hills  area  because  of  the  moderate 
to  high  potential  of  these  areas  for  cinders  and  the  limited 
resource  of  this  type  available  in  the  planning  area.  The 
following  areas,  WSAs  (3,300  acres),  town  of  Del  Norte  (320 
acres),  Rio  Grande  River  Corridor  ACEC  (2,640  acres), 
Cumbres  Toltec  Corridor  ACEC  (3,824  acres),  Flat  Top 
Mountain  (2,000  acres),  bighorn  sheep  lambing  area  (6,260 
acres),  and  riparian  areas  (3,285  acres)  are  unavailable  for 
mineral  materials  disposal.  A  total  of  21,629  acres  will  be 
precluded  from  development. 

Paleontological  Resources 

All  the  significant  resources,  vertebrate  and  invertebrate, 
will  be  protected  and  developed  for  public  education  op- 
portunities and  research.  These  significant  locations  will  be 
retained  in  public  ownership  and  closed  to  OHV,  surface 
occupancy,  and  other  physical  disturbance.  Offering  a 
selected  site  (i.e.,  the  Clayton  Cone  area)  to  the  interested 
public  as  special  educational  and  collecting  areas  will  en- 
hance the  overall  understanding  and  protection  of  these 
resources. 

Riparian  Resources  Management 

Riparian  condition  will  remain  good  to  excellent  on  ap- 
proximately 1,400  acres.  Management  objectives  to  improve 


riparian  zones  will  result  in  expected  improvement  in  the 
vegetation  condition  on  275  acres.  An  additional  180  acres 
in  poor  condition  will  improve  if  both  sides  of  the  Rio 
Grande  River  Corridor  SRMA  could  be  fenced. 

Acquisition  and  development  of  historic  wetlands,  develop- 
ment of  wetlands  currently  managed  by  BLM,  and  acquisi- 
tion and  management  of  other  riparian  areas  will  increase 
riparian  acreage.  This  will  provide  a  more  diverse  and 
productive  environment  and  benefits  to  all  resource  users. 
A  net  increase  will  occur;  however,  some  wetlands  in  scat- 
tered tracts  could  be  lost  because  of  land  ownership  adjust- 
ments. Development  of  historical  wetlands  for  wildlife 
habitat  will  provide  an  additional  1,370  acres  of  riparian 
vegetation. 

Any  large  scale  development  of  locatable  minerals  in 
riparian  zones  will  cause  a  decline  in  condition.  Increased 
recreation  use  and  consequent  OHV  use  will  also  result  in 
a  decline  in  condition  where  recreation  use  is  concentrated. 

Inventory  of  an  additional  1,413  acres  will  allow  for  recog- 
nition of  riparian  values  in  future  management  actions. 

The  15-acre  isolated  tract  on  Kerber  Creek  will  remain  in 
poor  condition  because  of  limited  BLM-administered  land 
and  related  manageability  problems. 

Approximately  1,300  acres  will  be  closed  to  mineral  entry 
for  locatable  minerals  because  of  protective  measures  for 
other  resources  (e.g.,  WSAs,  Blanca  WHA,  Rio  Grande 
River  Corridor  including  the  wild  and  scenic  portion,  etc.). 
The  43  CFR  3809  regulations  will  prevent  undue  and  un- 
necessary damage  to  the  vegetation  on  the  remaining  acres. 
Losses  of  vegetation  and  a  reduction  in  water  quality  will  be 
expected,  however,  if  any  large  scale  development  occurs. 

Changes  in  grazing  practices  will  help  improve  205  acres  of 
riparian  vegetation  currently  in  poor  or  fair  condition.  Con- 
formance to  most  existing  grazing  management  plans  will 
maintain  good  or  excellent  condition  on  1,400  acres.  Incor- 
porating riparian  objectives  into  allotment  management 
plans  will  result  in  benefits  to  riparian  vegetation  on  the 
uninventoried  1,413  acres. 

Development  of  historic  wetlands  for  wildlife  and  fisheries 
habitat  will  improve  and/or  expand  1,370  acres  of  riparian 
vegetation  in  Blanca  WHA,  Dry  Lakes,  and  Flat  Top  ponds. 

Emphasis  on  acquisition  of  riparian  areas  will  be  increased 
to  enhance  management  capabilities  by  consolidating 
ownership  and  providing  additional  acres  of  riparian 
vegetation. 

Designation  and  management  of  the  Trickle  Mountain 
ACEC,  Blanca  ACEC/SRMA,  and  Rio  Grande  River  Cor- 
ridor ACEC/SRMA  including  the  wild  and  scenic  portion 
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might  provide  an  incentive  for  expansion  and/or  improve- 
ment of  riparian  vegetation  in  these  areas. 

Development  of  new  recreation  sites  will  result  in  some 
permanent  loss  (10  to  20  acres)  of  riparian  vegetation. 
Increased  recreational  use  along  the  Rio  Grande  River 
Corridor  SRMA  including  the  wild  and  scenic  portion  will 
cause  localized  disturbance  from  trampling  and  OHV  use. 
Limited  OHV  designations  on  3,285  acres  will  help  prevent 
degradation  in  riparian  zones.  OHV  limitations,  however, 
are  often  disregarded,  and  new  trails  and  roads  could  occur 
through  some  riparian  zones.  Since  riparian  zones  are  a 
focal  point  for  dispersed  recreation,  as  this  type  of  recrea- 
tion increases,  trampling  of  the  vegetation  and  OHV  traffic 
will  also  increase.  Some  decline  in  riparian  condition  will  be 
expected  in  localized  areas,  especially  where  recreation 
receives  special  emphasis. 

Protection  of  Cleome  multicaulis,  which  is  dependent  on 
saturated  soils,  will  preserve  small  areas  of  riparian  vegeta- 
tion. Enhancement  of  habitat  for  this  plant  will  expand 
riparian  zones  by  a  small  amount.  Any  improvement  or 
expansion  of  bald  eagle  feeding  habitat  will  improve  or 
increase  riparian  vegetation. 

Livestock  Grazing  Management 

Forage  production  will  potentially  increase  by  an  estimated 
10,000  AUMs  on  the  allotted  lands  based  on  expected 
grazing  management  improvements  during  the  20-year  life 
of  the  plan.  These  increases  would  be  divided  between 
livestock  (4,000  AUMs)  and  nonlivestock  uses  (6,000 
AUMs  for  wildlife,  soils,  watershed,  etc.),  if  needed.  The  net 
effect  will  likely  benefit  livestock  grazing  management  as 
well  as  the  nonlivestock  uses  within  the  resource  area. 

During  the  life  of  the  plan,  there  also  could  be  an  estimated 
30,000  more  acres  (of  the  approximate  42,000  acres  of 
unallotted  lands)  that  very  likely  will  become  suitable 
production  acres.  This  potentially  will  provide  for  an  ap- 
proximate additional  1,500  AUMs  that  will  be  allocated 
between  livestock  (600  AUMs)  and  nonlivestock  use  (900 
AUMs)  with  a  net  beneficial  effect  to  livestock.  This  will 
occur  after  thorough  vegetation  resource  base  monitoring. 

Incorporating  riparian  objectives  into  AMPs  could  poten- 
tially result  in  additional  limitations  on  livestock  operators, 
increases  in  operational  costs,  and  temporary  loss  in  AUMs 
authorized. 

Seasonal  limitations  to  OHV  use  on  approximately  390,000 
acres  (76  percent)  and  closures  on  11,584  acres  (2  percent) 
will  reduce  damage  to  vegetation  and  management 
problems  created  by  use  of  roads  in  the  spring. 


The  overall  net  effect  to  livestock  grazing  management  in 
the  resource  area  could  be  an  increase  of  available  forage 
by  about  4,600  AUMs  over  the  span  of  this  land  use  plan. 

Wildlife  and  Fish  Habitat  Manage- 
ment 

Significant  habitat  quality  increases  will  occur  on  9,147 
acres  as  a  result  of  intensive  wetlands  management  on  1,600 
acres  and  the  restoration  of  1,175  acres  of  historical  wet- 
lands within  the  Blanca  ACEC.  Numbers  of  water  birds 
produced  will  increase  significantly.  Extensive  management 
will  improve  conditions  on  155  acres  of  wetlands  in  the  Rio 
Grande  River  Corridor,  Flat  Top,  Mishak  Lakes,  and  Dry 
Lakes  area.  Interagency  cooperation  could  restore  580 
acres  of  historical  wetlands  in  the  previously  mentioned 
areas  contributing  significantly  in  approaching  the  target 
numbers  in  the  draft  DOW  water  bird  plan  for  the  San  Luis 
Valley. 

Allocation  of  60  percent  of  the  additional  forage  produced 
to  nonlivestock  use,  if  needed,  will  improve  nongame 
habitats.  Existing  crucial  big  game  wintering  areas  will  be 
maintained  or  slightly  improved. 

Minimized  disturbance  through  restrictive  use  stipulations 
on  big  game  crucial  winter  range  and  birthing  areas,  bald 
eagle  roosting  habitat,  raptor  nesting  habitat,  and  water  bird 
nesting  habitat  will  decrease  stress.  Condition  and  health 
will  improve  and  mortality  and  birthing  losses  will  decrease 
for  the  affected  species  on  approximately  342,000  acres. 
Other  benefits  include  improved  distribution  and 
decreased  big  game  utilization  of  adjacent  private  lands. 

Lambing  range  and  2,830  acres  of  raptor  nesting  areas  along 
the  Rio  Grande  River  Corridor  will  be  protected  by  no 
surface  occupancy  stipulations.  Approximately  333,000 
acres  of  crucial  big  game  winter  range  and  9,147  acres  of 
crucial  water  bird  production  areas  will  be  protected  with 
seasonal  limitations.  NSO  and  seasonal  limitations  on  cru- 
cial winter  range  will  reduce  stress  on  big  game  populations, 
thereby  reducing  mortality  and  fetal  losses  and  improving 
the  overall  condition  and  health  of  the  herds. 

The  withdrawal  on  the  Blanca  ACEC  will  protect  9,147 
acres  of  wetland  habitat.  The  withdrawal  of  2,640  acres  on 
the  wild  and  scenic  portion  of  the  Rio  Grande  River  Cor- 
ridor ACEC  will  enhance  wildlife  values,  particularly  raptor 
habitat. 

The  exclusion  of  mineral  material  sales  in  the  Rio  Grande 
River  Corridor  ACEC  (2,640  acres),  including  the  wild  and 
scenic  segment,  defined  riparian  zones  (3,285  acres),  part 
of  the  Flat  Top  portion  (2,000  acres)  of  the  San  Luis  Hills 
ACEC,  and  bighorn  sheep  lambing  areas  (6,260  acres) 
would  protect  the  values  on  approximately  14,000  acres. 
Seasonal  limitations  would  be  placed  on  approximately 
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333,000  acres  of  big  game  crucial  winter  range  and  9,147 
acres  of  wetlands.  These  limitations  would  reduce  stress  to 
big  game  populations  during  the  critical  period  of  use. 

Restoration  and  protection  of  3,285  acres  of  riparian  habitat 
would  provide  additional  forage  and  cover  for  big  game, 
waterfowl,  and  nongame  species.  The  prey  base  for  raptors 
and  other  predators  would  be  improved.  In-channel  struc- 
tures and  improvements  would  provide  food  and  habitat  for 
waterfowl,  big  game,  and  nongame  species. 

Forage  conditions  on  big  game  crucial  winter  range  would 
generally  improve  with  continued  development  of  grazing 
systems  and  improved  management  practices.  Conflicts 
would  also  be  reduced  between  livestock  and  wildlife  on 
crucial  big  game  winter  ranges. 

Both  thermal  and  cover  requirements  for  big  game  on  5,769 
acres  of  commercial  forest  lands  will  be  maintained,  and  in 
some  areas  present  conditions  will  be  improved  within  these 
stands.  Seasonal  limitations  in  bighorn  sheep  lambing  areas 
should  maintain  present  lambing  levels.  Limiting  individual 
winter  harvest  timber  operations  to  80  acres  or  less  of 
crucial  winter  range  between  December  15  and  March  31 
should  not  cause  major  impacts  to  wintering  big  game. 

Designation  and  management  of  Los  Mogotes,  Trickle 
Mountain,  San  Luis  Hills,  Rio  Grande  River  Corridor,  and 
Blanca  as  ACECs  will  have  a  positive  effect  on  wildlife 
values.  ACEC  designation  of  other  areas  (e.g.,  Ra  Jadero 
Canyon,  Elephant  Rocks,  Sand  Castle,  and  Cumbres  and 
Toltec  Scenic  Railroad  Corridor)  will  generally  enhance 
wildlife  values.  Management  under  an  SRMA  designation 
on  the  Blanca  ACEC  and  Rio  Grande  River  Corridor 
ACEC  will  complement  both  recreation  and  wildlife. 

SRMA  designation  for  the  Rio  Grande  Corridor  will  en- 
hance and  protect  4,595  acres  of  unmanaged  waterfowl  and 
raptor  habitat.  Limited  OHV  designations  (travel  restricted 
to  designated  roads)  will  maintain  existing  habitat  on 
131,400  acres.  A  limited  OHV  designation  will  reduce  stress 
to  wildlife  on  342,000  acres  during  critical  periods.  Stress 
will  also  be  reduced  on  wildlife  on  5,300  acres,  which  are 
closed  to  OHV  travel.  Habitat  destruction  and  the  distur- 
bance and  harassment  of  wildlife  will  occur  on  approximate- 
ly 173,400  acres  of  BLM  land  open  to  OHV  use,  which 
includes  the  remaining  winter  habitat  for  big  game.  The  Rio 
Grande  River  Corridor  SRMA  includes  the  2,640-acre  seg- 
ment recommended  for  wild  and  scenic  designation. 

Placer  operations,  which  involve  dredging,  vegetation 
removal,  and  streambank  disturbance,  will  have  adverse 
impacts  on  aquatic  habitat  systems.  Water  quality,  water 
temperatures,  bank  and  channel  stability,  and  sedimenta- 
tion will  all  be  potentially  adversely  affected  by  these 
management  actions. 


Restoration  and  protection  of  1,370  acres  of  riparian  habitat 
will  maintain  the  aquatic  habitat  in  its  present  condition 
where  the  trend  is  stable.  Structures  placed  in  Ford  Creek 
and  La  Garita  Creek  will  improve  pool/riffle  ratios,  stabilize 
streambanks,  increase  in-stream  cover,  and  reduce  chan- 
nelization, streambank  erosion,  and  sedimentation  on  4.0 
stream  miles. 

Intensive  grazing  management  on  22  miles  of  stream  aquatic 
habitat  will  improve  aquatic  conditions  as  a  result  of  im- 
proved riparian  habitat  along  the  Rio  Grande  River  Cor- 
ridor ACEC,  including  the  2,640  acres  within  the  wild  and 
scenic  river  corridor. 

Road  construction  across  aquatic  areas  could  increase 
sedimentation,  streambank  degradation,  and  water 
temperatures  and  decrease  streambank  cover. 

Acquisition  of  additional  stream  miles  of  aquatic  habitat 
will  occur.  Disposal  of  aquatic  habitat  will  not  occur  except 
for  lands  within  the  San  Luis  Lakes  and  Mishak  Lakes  area, 
which  would  go  to  NPS,  DPOR,  DOW,  and/or  USFWS. 
Designation  of  Trickle  Mountain,  Blanca  SRMA,  and  the 
Rio  Grande  River  Corridor  as  ACECs  will  protect  and 
enhance  aquatic  values.  Closing  areas  along  streams  to 
OHV  use  will  maintain  or  improve  aquatic  habitat.  The  net 
impact  will  be  beneficial  to  aquatic  habitat. 

Forest  and  Woodland  Management 

Managing  5,769  acres  (98  percent)  of  commercial  forest 
lands  for  a  sustained-yield,  long  rotation  forest  management 
program  will  result  in  offering  for  sale  an  annual  harvest 
volume  of  185  Mbf  and  replacement  of  34  acres  annually 
through  regeneration  harvest.  A  long  rotation  forest 
management  program  will  allow  for  the  development  of  a 
regulated  forest  with  the  older  age  classes  possessing  old 
growth  characteristics.  Natural  components  of  the  various 
habitat  types  will  be  maintained  and  visual  quality  objectives 
will  be  maintained  more  easily.  Annual  harvests  of  forest 
products  will  improve  the  existing  age  class  distribution  and 
increase  growth  rates  by  reducing  impacts  of  forest  pests 
and  implementing  intensive  management  practices.  Species 
diversity  will  be  maintained,  and  legal  and  physical  access 
would  be  increased. 

Seasonal  limitations  on  harvest  in  bighorn  sheep  lambing 
areas  will  reduce  sale  marketability  on  335  acres  of  produc- 
tive operable  woodlands  and  85  acres  of  commercial  forest 
land.  The  requirement  to  maintain  adequate  thermal  cover 
on  17,761  acres  of  forested  land  will  reduce  the  effectiveness 
of  forest  pest  control  projects. 

Special  harvesting  techniques  necessary  to  maintain  the 
existing  values  in  six  ACECs  will  not  reduce  total  final 
harvest  volumes,  but  will  increase  costs  for  each  sale. 
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Management  of  wildlife  habitat,  ACECs,  cultural  resour- 
ces, and  visual  resources  will  maintain  the  commercial 
forest  or  productive  operable  woodland  allowable  harvest 
base  acreage.  Seasonal  limitations  on  harvesting  will  reduce 
or  preclude  bidding  on  some  tracts.  Residual  low  quality 
and  pest  infested  stands  probably  will  not  be  treated  nor 
placed  into  productive  management  without  a  successful 
sale  program  and  will  result  in  reduced  harvest  levels. 

Approximately  345  acres  of  commercial  forest  land  (CFL) 
and  1,794  acres  of  productive  operable  woodlands  (POW) 
are  located  in  WSAs.  Because  of  steep  terrain,  the  345  acres 
of  CFL  would  not  be  included  in  the  harvest  base  level  even 
if  the  WSAs  are  not  designated  wilderness. 

Four  hundred  and  ninety  acres  of  productive  operable 
woodlands  are  located  in  two  WSAs,  which  have  been 
recommended  for  wilderness  designation.  Withdrawing 
these  acres  will  reduce  the  annual  harvest  level  by  27  cords 
(3  acres).  A  total  annual  harvest  of  477  cords  of  fuelwood 
could  be  produced  from  11,992  acres  (53  acres  annually)  of 
productive  operable  woodlands  if  the  WSAs  not  recom- 
mended for  wilderness  designation  are  returned  to  multiple 
use  management. 

Lands  and  Realty  Management 

Emphasis  will  be  placed  on  acquisition  of  lands  with  sig- 
nificance for  special  plant  and  animal  species,  wildlife 
habitat,  cultural  values,  riparian  areas,  public  access,  and 
recreation  areas  (especially  along  the  Rio  Grande  River 
Corridor  ACEC/SRMA). 

Acquisition  could  enhance  forest  and  woodland  manage- 
ment, livestock  management,  and  minerals  management. 

Lands  with  special  plants  and  animals,  cultural  values, 
riparian  areas,  public  access,  significant  wildlife  habitat,  and 
recreation  areas  will  not  be  available  for  disposal  unless  the 
benefits  acquired  will  equal  or  exceed  the  benefits  lost. 
Disposal  of  isolated  tracts  will  improve  manageability  and 
perhaps  enhance  one  or  more  other  resources  if  disposal  of 
an  isolated  tract  will  result  in  acquisition  of  a  desired 
resource  value.  Exchanges  will  be  used  to  consolidate  large 
blocks  of  BLM-administered  land. 

Existence  of  a  few  mining  claims  and  the  foreseeable  level 
of  fluid  mineral  operations  may  be  an  insignificant  impact 
to  land  disposal  and  rights-of-way  routing.  Eliminating 
mineral  activities  through  withdrawals  on  the  six  cultural 
sites,  560  acres,  will  have  an  insignificant  effect  on  mining 
because  the  six  sites  are  within  low  mineral  potential  areas. 

Full  mitigation  or  re-routing  of  rights-of-way  for  riparian 
resources  will  be  an  insignificant  economic  impact  with  only 
slightly  increased  costs.  Impacts  from  land  disposal  will 
be  insignificant  to  livestock  operations  on  BLM- 


administered  lands  in  the  San  Luis  Valley.  The  majority  of 
5,300  acres  available  for  disposal  under  Category  I  are 
presently  not  leased  for  livestock  operations. 

Land  disposal  will  have  a  minimal  positive  impact  to  pay- 
ments in  lieu  of  taxes  (PILT)  because  disposal  of  5,300  acres 
and  potential  acquisition  of  a  much  larger  amount  of  land 
should  increase  PILT  payments  to  counties  over  the  life  of 
the  plan.  The  net  effect  will  be  to  increase  revenues  to  the 
counties.  All  withdrawals  for  protection  of  wildlife  habitat 
and  recreation  areas  will  be  retained.  All  six  cultural  sites, 
which  are  eligible  for  NRHP,  will  be  withdrawn  to  protect 
these  values. 

Full  mitigation  of  impacts  will  be  necessary  for  the  following 
sensitive  resources:  special  plants  and  animals,  wilderness 
and  recreation  areas,  cultural,  riparian  areas,  public  access, 
visual,  and  wildlife  habitat. 

Construction  of  rights-of-way  during  compatible  times  of 
the  year  for  wildlife  could  constrain  development  and  in- 
crease the  cost  of  some  projects.  Identifying  131,000  acres 
of  ACECs  as  avoidance  areas  for  major  rights-of-way  will 
not  impact  lands  and  realty  management.  The  net  effect  of 
land  disposals  and  acquisitions  will  have  a  minimal  positive 
effect  on  special  status  plants/animals,  wildlife,  cultural,  and 
riparian  values. 

ROWs  or  corridors  will  be  authorized  in  23,299  acres  of 
semiprimitive  nonmotorized  areas.  All  other  ROWs  must 
be  compatible  with  recreation  opportunity  spectrum  (ROS) 
guidelines. 

Designation  of  right-of-way  corridors  may  result  in  in- 
creased impacts  within  the  corridor  because  of  con- 
centrated use;  however,  impacts  outside  the  corridor  will  be 
reduced  or  eliminated.  The  net  effect  will  be  no  impacts. 

Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern 

Wildlife,  recreation,  scenic,  cultural,  wild  and  scenic  river, 
and  other  unique  values  will  be  given  special  attention  on 
131,380  acres  (93  percent)  of  the  total  141,681  acres  iden- 
tified for  special  management.  These  areas  are  Sand  Castle, 
San  Luis  Hills,  Blanca,  Trickle  Mountain,  Cumbres  and 
Toltec  Scenic  Railroad  Corridor,  Elephant  Rocks,  Ra 
Jadero  Canyon,  Los  Mogotes,  and  the  Rio  Grande  River 
Corridor  ACECs.  Special  management  to  protect  wildlife, 
recreation/  scenic,  cultural,  and  other  unique  values  on  the 
remaining  10,301  acres  (7  percent)  will  not  occur. 

The  proposed  ACECs  that  currently  have  other  designa- 
tions, such  as  the  Cumbres  and  Toltec  Scenic  Railroad  (a 
National  Register  property),  will  be  designated  ACECs  in 
addition  to  their  present  designations.  The  use  of  the  ACEC 
designation,  however,  will  not  affect  prior  status. 


4-11 


Chapter  4 

Recreation  Management 

An  NSO  stipulation  on  the  Rio  Grande  River  Corridor 
ACEC  and  the  SPNM  portion  of  Flat  Top  in  the  San  Luis 
Hills  ACEC  will  protect  4,640  acres  from  surface-disturbing 
activities.  Mineral  withdrawals  on  the  Blanca  and  Rio 
Grande  River  Corridor  ACECs  and  the  Pike  Stock- 
ade/Monte Vista  R&PP  sites  will  protect  12,987  acres  from 
mineral  entry.  Mineral  materials  will  be  unavailable  for 
disposal  on  the  2,640  acres  in  the  Rio  Grande  River  Cor- 
ridor ACEC,  the  3,824  acres  in  the  Cumbres  and  Toltec 
Scenic  Railroad  Corridor  ACEC,  and  a  2,000-acre  portion 
of  SPNM  on  Flat  Top  (8,464  acres  total).  A  nondiscretionary 
closure  on  the  WSAs  recommended  for  wilderness  designa- 
tion will  protect  3,300  acres  of  wilderness  values  from 
mineral  leasing.  These  acres  will  also  be  closed  to  disposal 
of  mineral  materials. 

Intensive  recreation  management  of  Blanca,  Penitente 
Canyon,  Zapata  Falls,  and  the  Rio  Grande  River  Corridor 
SRMAs  will  enhance  recreation  opportunities  on  27,573 
acres  (5  percent).  Extensive  recreation  management  will 
maintain  recreation  opportunities  on  the  remaining  493,104 
acres  (95  percent). 

Management  of  a  portion  of  Segment  A  and  all  of  Segments 
B  and  C  of  the  Rio  Grand  River  Corridor  as  an  SRMA  will 
enhance  recreational  opportunities  on  2,760  acres. 

Table  4-6  shows  OHV  designations  by  acreage  and  percent 
of  planning  area. 


22-mile  segment  of  the  Rio  Grande  River  Corridor  ACEC 
will  reduce  boating  use,  but  will  preserve  the  primitive 
setting. 

Additional  public  land  gained  through  access  acquisition 
and  road  development  and  improvement  will  increase 
camping,  hunting,  sightseeing,  four-wheeling,  snowmobil- 
ing,  and  cross-country  skiing  opportunities.  Temporary  dis- 
ruption of  dispersed  types  of  recreation  activities  could 
occur  on  150  acres  annually. 

Management  of  the  Sand  Castle  Area,  San  Luis  Hills,  Ra 
Jadero  Canyon,  Los  Mogotes,  Elephant  Rocks  Area, 
Cumbres  and  Toltec  Scenic  Railroad  Corridor,  Blanca 
Area,  Rio  Grande  River  Corridor,  and  Trickle  Mountain 
ACECs  will  enhance  and  improve  recreation  opportunities 
on  131,380  acres.  A  primitive  and  wilderness  type  ex- 
perience will  be  potentially  available  on  2,640  acres  of  the 
Rio  Grande  River  Corridor  ACEC  if  designated  as  wild  and 
scenic  by  Congress. 

Some  minor  affects  on  public  land  recreationists  may  occur 
from  limiting  OHV  travel  to  designated  roads  and  trails  on 
BLM-administered  lands  within  ACECs.  Cultural  and 
OHV  conflicts  will  be  addressed  in  detail  in  the  site-specific 
CRMAP  for  Sand  Castle  with  emphasis  on  protection  of 
cultural  and  ecological  values. 

Significant  recreational  opportunities  will  be  enhanced  on 
Blanca,  Penitente  Canyon,  Zapata  Falls,  and  the  Rio 
Grande  River  Corridor  SRMAs.  Wildlife  related  recreation 
activities  in  these  SRMAs  will  be  maintained.  River-based 


Table  4-6 
OHV  DESIGNATION 


Designation 


Acres 


Percent 


Open 
Limited 
Closed 
TOTAL 


173,377 

342,000 

5,300 


33 
66 
01 


520,677 


100 


Enhancement  and  maintenance  of  vegetation  condition 
within  of  1,735  acres  (54  percent)  of  riparian  zones  will 
benefit  recreationists  seeking  scenic  and  educational  op- 
portunities. 

Management  of  the  Blanca  and  Trickle  Mountain  ACECs, 
crucial  winter  ranges,  birthing  areas,  and  riparian  habitat 
through  seasonal  OHV  limitations  will  improve  oppor- 
tunities for  hunting,  fishing,  and  wildlife  observation. 
Protection  of  nesting  waterfowl  and  birds  of  prey  in  the 


recreation  activities  will  be  encouraged  on  29  miles  of  the 
Rio  Grande  River  Corridor  SRMA.  Protection  of  the  semi- 
primitive  character  of  Flat  Top  (2,000  acres)  and  the  wilder- 
ness characteristics  on  3,300  acres  will  occur.  Dispersed 
recreational  opportunities  in  the  San  Luis  Extensive 
Recreation  Area  will  be  enhanced. 
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Wild  and  Scenic  River 

Designation  of  Segments  B  and  C  of  the  river  (2,640  acres/ 
22  miles),  by  Congress  as  an  element  of  the  National  Wild 
and  Scenic  River  System,  could  have  an  overall  positive 
effect  on  the  San  Luis  Valley.  If  this  designation  were  to  take 
place,  the  corridor,  with  its  significant  outstandingly 
remarkable  wildlife  and  other  related  values,  would  be 
maintained,  and  potentially  enhanced,  in  perpetuity  for  the 
use  and  enjoyment  of  future  generations. 

Designation  of  Segment  B  (scenic)  and  C  (wild)  would  close 
2,640  acres  to  surface  mineral  development.  Since  the  area 
is  low  in  mineral  potential  and  the  physical  configuration  of 
the  unit  is  narrow,  adverse  impacts  of  designation  on 
mineral  development  will  be  minimal.  The  Rio  Grande 
River  Study  Report,  Appendix  A,  page  7  has  additional 
analysis  on  mineral  resources. 

Funding  for  management  of  the  corridor  will  potentially 
increase  through  designation.  Additional  funds  will  allow 
enhancement  of  riparian  resources  through  protection  and 
improvement  of  the  riverine  environment  (especially  in  Seg- 
ment B).  Wild  and  scenic  designation  will  require  increased 
livestock  management  attention  to  the  corridor.  Control  of 
unau  horized  livestock  use  in  the  corridor  will  be  needed  to 
protect  and  enhance  the  riverine  environment. 

Opportunities  for  additional  protection  and  enhancement 
of  the  outstandingly  remarkable  wildlife  values  will  occur  as 
a  result  of  wild  and  scenic  designation  and  anticipated 
funding  increases.  Designation  may  also  increase  funding 
for  some  fishery  improvement  work,  which  may  minimally 
enhance  sport  fishery  habitat. 

Acquisition  of  land  through  exchanges  or  through  the  Land 
and  Water  Conservation  Fund  will  receive  increased  atten- 
tion if  the  area  is  designated  as  wild  and  scenic.  Administra- 
tive designations  of  the  corridor  as  an  area  of  critical 
environmental  concern  (ACEC)  and  special  recreation 
management  area  (SRMA)  will  provide  special  manage- 
ment emphasis.  These  designations,  however,  will  not 
protect  and  maintain  the  free-flowing  conditions  nor 
preserve  the  outstandingly  remarkable  qualities  to  the  de- 
gree of  a  wild  and  scenic  river  designation. 

Designation  will  preserve  and  enhance  primitive  recreation 
values  by  directing  management  emphasis  and  funding  to 
the  area  and  by  ensuring  long-term  protection  to  the  river 
environment.  Designation,  however,  will  also  slightly  in- 
crease recreation  visitation  to  the  area,  creating  additional 
visitor  management  problems.  Some  insignificant  adverse 
impacts  to  the  physical  environment  will  occur  from  in- 
creased recreational  use.  Because  Segment  C  is  so  critical 
for  willdife,  even  minor  increases  in  recreational  use,  if  not 
properly  regulated,  could  result  in  moderate  impacts  to 
wildlife. 


A  detailed  analysis  of  the  effects  of  wild  and  scenic  desig- 
nation will  have  on  water  rights  is  contained  in  Appendix  A. 
The  following  effects  will  occur:  1)  The  Rio  Grande  River 
Compact  will  not  be  affected.  2)  The  Federal  government 
will  acquire  a  water  right  junior  to  approximately  16,000 
other  senior  adjudicated  water  rights  in  an  extremely  over- 
appropriated  drainage.  3)  Water  users/developers  will  con- 
tinue to  be  uneasy  because  the  Federal  government  will  have 
a  right  to  expect  conditions  to  remain  the  same  as  at  the  time 
of  wild  and  scenic  designation  by  Congress.  Because  the 
Federal  government  right  will  be  very  junior,  any  proposed 
change  of  existing  use  that  would  affect  existing  flows  would 
also  receive  objections  from  many  of  the  16,000  senior  water 
right  holders.  At  most,  therefore,  the  Federal  reserved  right 
will  be  a  nuisance  transactional  factor  for  water  users.  4) 
BLM  states  that  "existing  conditions"  are  sufficient  for  the 
perpetuation  of  significant  river  values.  BLM  also  states  that 
any  additional  water  needs  will  be  adjudicated  according  to 
Colorado  State  Water  Law.  Valid  existing  rights,  therefore, 
will  not  be  affected  by  designation.  5)  Wild  and  scenic 
designation  may  serve  to  help  perpetuate  an  agrarian  life- 
style in  the  San  Luis  Valley  by  helping  to  prevent  diversion 
of  water  from  the  valley  to  out-of-basin  users.  Appendix  A, 
pages  9  and  18,  have  more  detailed  analysis  on  effects  to 
water  rights  by  wild  and  scenic  designation. 

Wild  and  scenic  designation  of  the  Rio  Grande  River  will 
have  a  positive  effect  on  the  economy  of  the  San  Luis  Valley. 
Designation  could  also  slightly  increase  recreation  visita- 
tion to  the  area,  creating  additional  visitor  management 
problems  and  minor  adverse  impacts  to  the  physical  en- 
vironment. Tourism  boards,  towns,  and  counties  could 
market  the  congressionally  designated  area  along  with  the 
other  natural  attractions  in  the  San  Luis  Valley.  Land  values 
for  properties  adjacent  to  the  corridor  will  likely  rise  slight- 
ly. An  unquantifiable  economic  gain  could  occur  as  a  result 
of  potential  positive  effects  from  residual  tourism. 

Visual  Resource  Management 

Proposed  surface-disturbing  activities  will  meet  the  allow- 
able class  objectives  in  existing  class  II,  HI,  and  IV  areas. 
Existing  objectives  will  be  changed  as  follows:  (1)  The 
foreground  area  of  that  portion  of  the  Rio  Grande  River 
Corridor  designated  as  an  ACEC  (22  miles)  will  be  changed 
from  VRM  Class  III  to  II,  which  will  result  in  improvement 
of  VRM  resources  in  class  III  areas;  (2)  all  public  land  west 
of  U.S.  Highway  285  will  be  changed  from  VRM  Class  II  to 
III,  which  will  result  in  degradation  of  visual  resources  in 
class  II  areas. 

Strict  application  of  VRM  Class  II  objectives  will  protect 
and  enhance  visual  resources  in  the  Cumbres  and  Toltec 
Scenic  Railroad  ACEC  (3,824  acres)  and  the  Rio  Grande 
River  Corridor  ACEC  (22  miles/2,640  acres). 
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A  restoration  project,  designed  to  correct  and  improve  the 
visually  contrasting  class  IV  Blanca  Chaining  area  to  VRM 
Class  III  objectives,  will  be  implemented  on  2,375  acres 
during  the  life  of  the  plan.  Over  the  long  term,  the  chaining 
area  will  be  improved  to  class  II.  For  more  detail  refer  to 
Appendix  F  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 

Conformance  to  VRM  class  objectives  will  protect  visual 
resources.  Mineral  development  could  be  expected  to  alter 
landscapes  in  a  few  localized  viewsheds. 

Forest  harvest  on  1,660  acres  of  VRM  Class  II  land  in 
scattered  localized  viewsheds  would  result  in  minimal  im- 
pact over  a  period  of  120  years.  Woodland  harvest  in  a 
dispersed  pattern  on  7,685  acres  of  VRM  Class  II  land  will 
result  in  minimal  impact  over  a  period  of  175  years.  The 
effect  from  this  harvest  will  be  much  less  during  the  15-  to 
20-year  life  of  the  plan.  Annual  harvests  of  approximately 
477  cords  of  fuelwood  from  53  acres  of  productive  operable 
woodland  will  be  concentrated  in  the  Blanca  Chaining  area. 
This  proposed  project  will  reduce  the  contrast  of  the 
chaining  in  the  short  term  to  class  III  and  in  the  long  term 
to  class  II. 

Development  of  a  major  utility  corridor  west  of  U.S.  High- 
way 285  will  result  in  managing  some  VRM  Class  II  land  as 
VRM  Class  III,  and  degradation  of  visual  resources  will 
occur. 

ACEC  designation  will  protect  the  scenic  values  on  18,410 
acres  of  VRM  Class  II  land  and  77,255  acres  of  VRM  Class 
III  land. 

Visual  resources  on  95,000  acres  (65  percent)  of  VRM  Class 
II  land  and  5,300  acres  (23  percent)  of  SPNM  will  be 
protected  by  OHV  closures  and  limitations.  Scenic  quality 
will  be  altered  on  approximately  173,000  acres  (34  percent) 
that  is  open  to  OHV  use,  and  the  potential  for  irreversible 
adverse  impacts  will  increase. 

Managing  24  percent  of  the  planning  area  (125,948  acres) 
as  VRM  Class  II  will  protect  outstanding  visual  resources. 
These  lands  include  the  areas  of  scenery  that  provide  sig- 
nificant recreational  opportunities.  Managing  the 
remainder  of  the  area  as  VRM  Class  III  or  VRM  Class  IV 
will  maintain  the  overall  visual  character  of  the  planning 
area,  but  will  allow  for  visually  contrasting  projects  or  dis- 
turbances within  scattered  localized  viewsheds.  The  Blanca 
Chaining  project  could  restore  2,375  acres  of  class  IV  to 
VRM  Class  III.  Wilderness  designation  will  protect  the 
scenic  values  on  3,300  acres. 

Scenic  values  will  be  protected  on  2,640  acres  in  the  22-mile 
portion  of  the  Rio  Grande  River  Corridor  designated  as  an 
ACEC.  More  intense  recreational  use  will  be  encouraged 
on  Segment  B  (14  miles)  of  the  river  corridor.  The  semi- 
primitive  nonmotorized  setting  will  be  protected  on  ap- 
proximately 2,000  acres  of  Flat  Top. 


Historical  Resources 

All  18  identified  historical  significant  sites  will  be  protected. 
Those  five  sites  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places  will  be  enhanced  and  protected 
under  a  "scientific  use,"  "public  use,"  or  "management  use" 
category,  as  well  as  an  NSO.  The  Cumbres  and  Toltec  Scenic 
Railroad  will  receive  additional  protection  through  special 
management  as  a  ACEC  and  NSO. 

Archaeological  Resources 

All  significant  sites  will  be  protected.  Eligible  site/districts 
will  be  enhanced  and  protected  under  "management," 
"scientific,"  or  "public  use"  categories.  Sand  Castle  Area  will 
receive  additional  protection  through  an  ACEC  designa- 
tion and  the  200-acre  Folsom  site  has  an  NSO  stipulation. 

Fire 

Full  suppression,  including  wildfires,  within  the  resource 
area  is  not  expected  to  affect  any  sensitive  resources  (i.e., 
WSAs,  areas  susceptible  to  soil  erosion,  special  plant  and 
animal  areas,  and  ACECs)  to  any  great  degree.  The  overall 
very  low  fire  occurrence  and  intensity  would  probably  result 
in  minimum  negative  effects.  During  the  annual  review  of 
the  Canon  City  District  Fire  Management  Activity  Plan,  this 
full  suppression  decision  will  be  re-evaluated.  Even  under 
a  full  suppression  decision,  the  district  fire  management 
activity  plan  has  very  specific  protective  criteria  for  sensitive 
resources. 

Fire  may  or  may  not  ever  be  recommended  for  the  purpose 
of  altering  the  visual  landscape  or  manipulating  the  vegeta- 
tion on  BLM-administered  lands.  At  present  no  prescribed 
fire  use  areas  have  been  identified.  Prescribed  fire  may  be 
addressed  as  a  management  tool  in  the  future  in  the  district 
fire  management  activity  plan.  If  this  were  to  occur,  the 
required  burn  planning  and  NEPA  documentation  would 
need  to  occur  prior  to  activity  on  the  ground.  Given  the  low 
fire  occurrence  and  the  low  intensity  of  fire  in  the  SLRA, 
the  potential  for  the  use  of  fire  is  very  low. 

Economic  Conditions  and  Social  En- 
vironment 

Local  and  regional  social  and  economic  impacts,  national 
economic  values  analysis,  and  impacts  on  the  BLM  San  Luis 
Resource  Area  management  costs  are  addressed  in  this 
analysis. 

Stipulations  placed  on  fluid  mineral  leasing  will  not  have 
measurable  economic  or  social  impacts.  Any  increased 
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operating  costs  resulting  from  the  stipulations  will  lower  the 
potential  for  economic  production.  In  addition,  economic 
benefits  associated  with  the  unknown  oil  and  gas  potential 
will  not  be  achieved. 

Closing  17,247  acres  to  mineral  entry  will  not  likely  have  an 
impact  on  the  local  economy  since  these  withdrawn  lands 
have  a  very  low  potential  for  locatable  minerals.  The  un- 
availability of  21,629  acres  for  disposal  of  mineral  materials 
will  not  have  an  economic  or  social  impact  because  of  low 
resource  potential  in  the  planning  area.  Current  trend  and 
condition  associated  with  management  of  32,400  AUMs  will 
be  maintained.  No  net  increases  nor  decreases  will  occur. 

Increases  in  forage  supply  will  result  in  increased  game 
populations  in  crucial  areas  and  associated  recreational 
activities  and  could  increase  area  income  and  employment. 
An  increase  of  one  job  will  be  expected.  Slight  improvement 
of  aquatic  habitat  and  increase  in  angler  days  will  be  ex- 
pected; however,  the  impact  on  economic  and  social  condi- 
tions in  the  planning  area  will  be  less  than  1  percent. 

Sale  of  185  Mbf  of  sawtimber  represents  no  increase.  The 
sale  of  477  cords  of  fuelwood  will  help  offset  residential 
energy  costs  and  produce  about  $4,293  in  Federal  revenue. 
Local  employment  and  income  will  benefit  to  the  extent 
purchases  will  be  made  by  commercial  fuelwood  cutters. 

Land  ownership  adjustments  will  occur  on  a  case-by-case 
basis;  therefore,  it  is  not  possible  to  predict  any  impacts  on 
economic  or  social  conditions.  Social  and  economic  benefits 
for  any  given  proposal  will  be  addressed  in  appropriate 
NEPA  documentation. 

Economic  benefits  from  recreation  will  be  less  than  1  per- 
cent and  will  be  concentrated  on  those  businesses  providing 
tourist  and  recreation  sales  and  service.  Available  jobs  will 
increase  from  118  to  119. 

The  cumulative  impacts  on  the  local  economy  will  likely  be 
beneficial,  but  not  large. 

The  BLM  SLRA  costs  can  be  compared  to  the  benefits  over 
time  using  8-7/8  percent  discount  rate.  The  ratio  of  national 
value  compared  to  the  cost  is  3.42.  Benefits  were  only  those 
measured  in  the  national  income  tables. 

BLM  SLRA  management  costs  are  $650,000  per  year  com- 
pared to  benefits  of  $2,402,715. 

Table  4-3  (Assumptions  for  Analysis  in  this  proposed  RMP) 
shows  impacts  to  national  values  from  measured  activities 
within  the  planning  area.  The  national  values  for  these 
activities  will  be  expected  to  have  a  cumulative  increase  of 
about  14  percent  over  the  base.  The  total  impact  to  national 
values  from  recreation,  range,  and  forestry  will  be  about  $2.4 
million. 


Special  Status  Plant  and  Animal 
Species 

Acquisition  of  lands  containing  swales  and  lake  beds  will 
enhance  Cleome  multicaulis  communities.  Old  wells  will  be 
cleaned  and  new  wells  will  be  drilled  on  currently  dry  areas 
to  increase  the  habitat  and  Cleome  will  be  propagated  on 
new  wetlands.  Appropriate  livestock  grazing  management 
will  result  in  a  net  increase  of  Astragalus  ripleyi  population. 
Riparian  and  wildlife  developments  will  result  in  a  net 
benefit  to  special  plants. 

Intensive  studies,  surveys,  and  analysis  conducted  in  poten- 
tial habitat  areas  for  special  animal  species,  especially  for 
the  black-footed  ferret,  will  increase  habitat  and  popula- 
tions. 

Waterpower/Storage 

Intensive  management  of  all  potential  sites  with  withdrawn 
land  will  protect  waterpower/storage  values.  The  excep- 
tions are  the  sites  within  the  Rio  Grande  River  Corridor 
ACEC  (2,640  acres),  which  is  suitable  for  wild  and  scenic 
designation. 

Waterpower/storage  development  potential  will  be  reduced 
as  a  result  of  wild  and  scenic  designation;  however,  these 
sites  will  also  be  restricted  by  the  Alamosa  National  Wildlife 
Refuge. 

CUMULATIVE  IMPACTS 

The  overall  cumulative  effects  of  the  Resource  Condition, 
Land  Use  Allocation,  and  Management  Action  Decisions 
in  chapter  3  are  described  here  and  on  Table  4-7. 
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0       +1.0 


+  2.0 


+  3.0 


High    Medium    Low     None     Low       Medium     High 

Adverse  Impacts       Net         Beneficial  Impacts 

(Negative)         Impacts  (Positive) 

The  overall  effect  on  paleontological  resources,  riparian 
resource  management,  livestock  grazing  management, 
wildlife  and  fish  habitat  management,  lands  and  realty 
management,  areas  of  critical  environmental  concern,  ac- 
cess and  transportation  management,  wild  and  scenic  rivers 
management,  recreation  management,  visual  resource 
management,  historical  resources,  archaeological  resour- 
ces, economic  conditions  and  social  environment,  special 
status  plant  and  animal  values  is  a  low  to  medium  benefi- 
cial or  positive  impact.  The  overall  effect  is  a  low  adverse  or 
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negative  impact  on  minerals  management,  forest  and  wood- 
lands management,  and  waterpower/storage. 


The  figures  for  Table  4-7  were  developed  using  the  adverse 
impact  and  beneficial  impact  scaled  ratings,  which  are 
based  on  current  management. 


Table  4-7 
SCALED  PROPOSED  PLAN  CONSEQUENCES 


Decisions 


Proposed  Plan 


Fluids  Minerals  Management 

Locatable  Minerals  Management 

Mineral  Materials  Management 

Paleontological  Resources 

Riparian  Resource  Management 

Livestock  Grazing  Management 

Wildlife  and  Fish  Habitat  Management 

Forest  and  Woodlands  Management 

Land  and  Realty  Management 

Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 

Access  and  Transportation  Management 

Wild  and  Scenic  River  Management 

Recreation  Management 

Visual  Resource  Management 

Historical  Resources 

Archaeological  Resources 

Economic  Conditions  and  Social  Environment 

Special  Status  Plant  and  Animal  Species 

Waterpower/Storage 


-1.0 

-0.5 

-1.0 

+  2.0 

+  2.0 

+  1.5 

+  1.5 

-0.5 

+  1.0 

+  1.5 

+  1.0 

+  1.0 

+  1.5 

+  1.0 

+  0.5 

+  1.0 

+  1.0 

+  2.5 

-0.5 
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DIFFERENCE  BETWEEN  STUDY  REPORT  AND  RMP  RECOMMENDATIONS 


All  41  miles  of  the  Rio  Grande  River  study  corridor  have  been  determined 
eligible  by  the  wild  and  scenic  river  study  team  because  of  new  information 
on  wildlife  values/visual  resources/  scenic  viewshedf recreation  values.  The 
study  team  stated,  however,  that  segment  A  would  be  considered  suitable 
if  1)  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USF&WS)  supported  designation  of 
this  segment  and  2)  an  agreeable  cooperative  management  plan  among 
USF&WS,  BLM,  and  landowners  could  be  developed. 

In  subsequent  discussions  with  USF&WS,  serious  concerns  were  raised 
regarding  their  ability  to  properly  manage  and  develop  the  refuge  to  meet 
their  wetlands  and  waterfow  objectives  should  the  refuge  portion  be  desig- 
nated as  wild  and  scenic.  Furthermore,  because  BLM  controls  so  little  of 
the  river  frontage,  BLM  management  believes  it  would  be  extremely  time 
consuming  and  costly  to  achieve  cooperative  management  The  final 
management  determination  for  the  Rio  Grande  River.therefore,  is  as  follows: 
Segments  A,  B,  and  C  are  determined  eligible;  Segments  A  and  B  are 
classified  scenic,  and  Segment  C  is  classified  wild.  Segments  B  and  C  are 
suitable;  however,  Segment  A  is  not. 
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RIO  GRANDE  WILD  AND  SCENIC  RIVER 

STUDY  REPORT 


1.  INTRODUCTION 


General 

This  Rio  Grande  Wild  and  Scenic  River  (W&SR)  Study 
Report  has  been  extensively  revised  from  the  report  in- 
cluded in  the  San  Luis  Draft  Resource  Management 
Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DRMP/EIS). 

Chapter  1  of  this  report  describes  the  study  background, 
roles  and  authorities,  study  segments  and  area  boundary, 
and  relationship  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River  Act  to  private 
lands.  Chapter  2  discusses  the  general  setting  of  the  river 
corridor,  the  land  uses/resource  description  including  a 
section  on  constraints  to  management  of  the  corridor. 
Chapter  3  describes  the  W&SR  criteria  and  application  to 
the  river.  Chapter  4  describes  the  W&SR  classifications  and 
applications  to  the  river.  Chapter  5  describes  the  suitability 
factors  and  application  to  the  river.  Chapter  6  describes 
various  river  alternative  actions  and  Chapter  7  describes  the 
interim  management  needed  until  congressional  action. 
There  is  also  a  chapter  listing  the  study  group  members  and 
a  discussion  of  those  who  have  commented  to  date  on  the 
process. 

This  report  is  a  record  of  the  W&SR  study  process  as- 
sociated with  the  resource  management  plan  (RMP)  being 
prepared  for  the  San  Luis  Resource  Area.  This  report  is  not 
meant  to  be  an  environmental  impact  analysis  but  an  ex- 
amination of  the  river  segments  in  relationship  to  the 
W&SR  eligibility/classification/  suitability  criteria.  The  en- 
vironmental analysis  is  discussed  in  Chapter  4  of  the 
proposed  RMP/final  EIS.  If  congressional  sponsorship  oc- 
curs, the  Bureau  would  be  requested  to  prepare  a  legislative 
environmental  impact  statement  and  study  report  for  the 
Rio  Grande  River  Corridor.  This  study  and  Chapter  4  in 
the  proposed  RMP/final  EIS  will  be  combined  and  rewrit- 
ten as  a  legislative  ElS/study  report.  This  legislative 
ElS/study  report  will  receive  further  review  and  possible 
modification  by  the  Director  of  BLM,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  and  the  President  of  the  United  States. 

Background 

As  a  part  of  the  SLRMP  process,  a  study  team  was  formed 
in  1987  to  complete  an  appropriate  analysis  of  all  potential 
wild  and  scenic  rivers  within  the  planning  area.  The  team 
looked  at  some  32  segments  of  streams/rivers  adjacent  to 


land  administered  by  the  Bureau  Land  Management 
(BLM).  Attachment  1  of  this  report  lists  those 
streams/rivers  evaluated.  Only  two  portions  of  one  river 
were  considered  to  be  eligible.  Two  portions  of  the  Rio 
Grande  River  beginning  at  the  New  Ditch  Dam,  ap- 
proximately 1-1/2  miles  downriver  from  the  upper  boundary 
of  the  USFWS  Alamosa  Refuge,  downriver  to  the  New 
Mexico  State  line  (about  41  miles)  appear  to  meet  the 
W&SR  criteria. 

The  remainder  of  this  study  report  describes  the  assessment 
of  41  miles  of  the  Rio  Grande  River  located  in  the  south- 
central  portion  of  the  San  Luis  Planning  Area.  The  three 
required  parts  of  the  river  assessment  are  included  here:  1) 
determination  of  eligibility,  2)  potential  classification(s), 
and  3)  determination  of  suitability.  This  report  is  also  the 
public  record  of  this  river  assessment  and  documents  the 
potential  of  this  segment  of  the  Rio  Grande  River  to  be 
designated  as  part  of  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River 
System  (NW&SRS).  The  study  was  begun  with  the  RMP 
public  issue  scoping  in  early  1986  and  will  conclude  with  the 
publication  of  this  proposed  resource  management 
plan/final  environmental  impact  statement  (RMP/EIS)  in 
the  summer  of  1991.  The  initial  scoping,  issue/management 
concern  identification  process,  and  the  development  of  the 
management  situation  analysis  (MSA)  in  the  San  Luis 
Resource  Management  Plan  (SLRMP)  indicated  that  this 
segment  of  the  Rio  Grande  River  has  some  of  the  qualities 
that  potentially  would  warrant  inclusion  in  the  system.  For 
more  detailed  information  on  the  scoping  and  public  invol- 
vement regarding  this  issue,  please  refer  to  Chapters  1  and 
5  of  the  Draft  San  Luis  Resource  Management  Plan/Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (September  1989)  and 
Chapters  1,  and  2  in  this  proposed  RMP/final  EIS.  The  area 
has  also  been  identified  as  a  potential  special  recreation 
management  area  (SRMA),  an  area  of  critical  environmen- 
tal concern  (ACEC),  and  an  area  with  some  special  cultural 
and  wildlife  characteristics. 

The  original  study  report  was  included  as  an  appendix  to 
the  DRMP/DEIS  when  published  in  September  1989.  Many 
concerns  regarding  this  potential  designation  surfaced 
during  the  public  review  and  comment  period  for  the 
original  study  report.  Many  commenters  strongly  believed 
that  BLM  had  not  analyzed  the  river  corridor  sufficiently  or 
correctly.  In  the  spring  of  1990,  the  study  team  was  reas- 
sembled to  a)  revisit  the  application  of  the  eligibility  criteria, 
b)  reapply  the  classification  categories,  and  c)  reassess  the 
suitability  of  the  river  to  become  a  portion  of  the  national 
system.  This  revised  study  report  is  a  record  of  that  group's 
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efforts  and  is  considerably  different  from  the  original 
report. 

Roles  and  Authorities 

The  BLM  study  group  completed  this  report  under  the 
following  authorizations/references: 

The  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  (PL  90-542,  with  amend- 
ments) 

The  1970  USDA/USDI  List 

The  Nationwide  Rivers  Inventory 

The  Final  Revised  USDI-USDA  Guidelines  for 
Eligibility,  Classification,  and  Management  of  River  Areas 
of  September  1982. 

BLM  Manual  1623 

Study  Segments  and  Study  Area 
Boundary 

Boundaries  of  any  river  proposed  for  potential  addition  to 
the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System  (NW&SRS)  are 
generally  limited  to  that  area  measured  within  one-quarter 
mile  of  the  ordinary  high  water  mark  on  each  side  of  the 
river.  The  study  area  encompasses  approximately  13,230 
acres.  Of  the  total  river  length,  approximately  22  percent  is 
administered  by  BLM,  14  percent  is  administered  by  the 
U  .S .  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and  the  remaining  64  percent 
is  privately  owned.  The  river-related  resources  were  as- 
sessed within  the  total  corridor;  however,  BLM  has  limited 
authority  on  privately  owned  land. 

The  study  group  identified  three  logical  segments  of  the 
41-mile  portion  of  the  river  to  be  carried  into  the  analysis 
process.  These  three  segments  are: 

Segment  A  -  Beginning  just  below  the  New  Ditch  Dam  on 
the  river  and  ending  just  adjacent  to  the  Lasauses  Cemetery 
(approximately  19  miles  in  length). 

Segment  B  -  Beginning  just  adjacent  to  the  Lasauses 
Cemetery  and  ending  at  the  mouth  of  the  Lower  Rio  Grande 
Box  (approximately  14  miles  in  length). 

Segment  C  -  Beginning  at  the  entrance  of  the  Lower  Rio 
Grande  Box  and  ending  at  the  Colorado/  New  Mexico  State 
line  (approximately  8  miles  in  length). 

There  were  some  minor  changes  in  these  segments  from  the 
original  study  report  (see  Maps  A-l  and  A-2  on  following 
pages  and  the  large-scale  map  in  envelope  in  back  of 
proposed  RMP/final  EIS). 


Study  Process 

A  complete  and  comprehensive  analysis  of  the  environmen- 
tal effects  is  addressed  in  Chapter  4  of  the  previously  pub- 
lished draft  RMP/EIS  and  in  Chapter  4  of  the  proposed 
RMP/fmal  EIS,  plus  this  report  as  an  appendix.  The  reader 
needs  to  refer  to  these  two  chapters  of  both  documents  for 
a  more  detailed  analysis  of  impacts. 

The  process  began  with  study  group  work  sessions  in  the 
winter/spring  of  1988.  Meetings  and  consultations  with  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  Taos  Resource  Area 
Staff,  who  manage  the  67  miles  of  the  Rio  Grande  Wild  and 
Scenic  River  Corridor  in  New  Mexico.  Other  BLM,  as  well 
as  National  Park  Service  (NPS),  personnel  were  also  con- 
sulted to  obtain  information  and  insight  for  the  assessment. 
Additional  steps  included:  (1)  various  group  tours  of  the 
area  to  include  four  different  river  float  trips;  (2)  various 
group  work  sessions  for  interaction  in  the  analysis  process; 
(3)  informal  public  workshop  discussions  with  a  special 
management  user  input  group;  (4)  discussions  with  various 
local/state/Federal  agencies;  (5)  a  public  review  of  the 
DRMP/DEIS,  including  the  study  report  as  an  appendix; 
and  (6)  various  briefings  with  water  users  and  environmen- 
tally concerned  groups. 

The  following  listing  shows  some  of  the  past  and  future  key 
dates  in  this  study  process: 

September  1987:  Shared  the  management  situation 
analysis  (MSA),  which  included  the  potential  wild  and 
scenic  river  section,  with  70  to  80  public  members  of  the 
RMP  user  input  groups. 

October/November  1987:  Collected  examples  of  other 
assessments  and  information  on  legal  requirements  of  as- 
sessment for  RMP. 

October  1987:  Shared  the  initial  ideas  on  the  wild  and 
scenic  river  issue  with  the  Canon  City  District  Advisory 
Board. 

January  1988:  Organized  process  of  assessment,  selected 
group,  and  made  needed  assignments. 

February  1988:  Completed  corridor  tour  and  river  assess- 
ment, wrote  draft,  and  distributed  for  review.  (The  initial 
SLRA  tour  of  the  river  corridor  and  the  group  work  session 
were  February  23  through  25.) 

March  1988:  Reviewed  draft,  integrated  into  RMP  alter- 
natives, prepared  study  report  appendix. 

October  1988:  Completed  final  preparation  of  wild  and 
scenic  river  maps,  acreage  tables,  etc. 

September  1989:  Wild  and  scenic  river  study  report 
received  public  review  in  the  published  DRMP/DEIS  docu- 
ment. 
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Note:  Segment  A  is  a  Wild  and  Scenic  River  Study  Area  and 
the  lower  portion  is  also  a  Special  Recreation  Management  Area 
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Note:  Segments  B&C  are  Areas  ol  Critical  Environmental  Concern,  Wild  and 
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Spring/Summer  1990:  Revised  study  report  based  on  sig- 
nificant public  comment  to  include  a  revisiting  of  the  ap- 
plication of  the  eligibility/classification/suitability  criteria. 
Various  meetings/briefings  with  water  rights  interest 
groups,  environmental  interest  groups,  state  and  Federal 
agencies,  congressional  delegation  staffs,  and  other  inter- 
ested parties.  Study  group  reformed  and  enlarged  to 
respond  to  public  comments.  Meetings  with  regional 
solicitor  office  people  to  clarify  legal  standing  of  water 
rights. 

Fall/Winter  1990:  Revise  the  proposed  RMP/fmal  EIS 
based  on  revised  W&SR  study  report.  Work  closely  with 
BLM  management  to  make  a  decision  on  the  W&SR  issue 
within  the  RMP  and  assist  them  in  developing  rationale  for 
their  decision. 

Summer  1991:  Publish  the  revised  study  report  within  the 
proposed  RMP/final  EIS. 

Based  on  the  guidance  outlined  in  Guidelines  for  Fulfilling 
Requirements  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act,  the  assess- 
ment will  continue  as  a  regular  part  of  the  BLM  planning 
process.  This  process  will  include  the  publication  and  public 
distribution  of  the  proposed  RMP/final  EIS.  This  provides 
the  opportunity  for  the  public,  who  have  been  involved 
through  the  planning  process,  to  protest  to  the  BLM  Direc- 
tor the  wild  and  scenic  river  recommendation.  After  the 
protests,  if  any,  are  resolved  by  the  Director,  an  approved 
resource  management  plan  and  a  record  of  decision 
(ROD)  will  be  published.  A  plan  implementation  process 
is  begun  immediately  on  approval  of  the  plan  for  most 
decisions  within  the  RMP.  The  plan  decision  to  recommend 
or  not  to  recommend  the  Rio  Grande  River  to  the  U.S. 
Congress  for  designation  and  issuance  of  the  ROD  ends 
BLM  involvement  at  this  level.  If  congressional  sponsorship 
occurs,  a  request  to  the  Bureau  would  be  made  to  prepare 
a  legislative  environmental  impact  statement  and  study 
report  for  the  Rio  Grande  River  Corridor.  Regardless  of 
decisions  in  the  approved  RMP,  the  W&SR  Act  calls  for 
interim  management  to  protect  the  "free-flowing  status"  and 
the  "outstandingly  remarkable  values"  until  such  time  as 
Congress  acts  on  the  recommendation.  This  began  in 
December  1990.  Chapter  7,  Interim  Management  and  At- 
tachment 7  (Federal  Register  Notice)  has  more  discussion 
of  this. 


Relationship  of  the  W&SR  Act  to 
Private  Lands 

Land  use  controls  on  private  lands  are  a  matter  of  state  and 
local  zoning.  Although  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  of 
1968  includes  provisions  encouraging  protection  of  river 
values  through  state  and  Federal  land  use  planning,  these 
provisions  are  not  binding  on  local  governments. 


The  Federal  government  is  responsible  for  ensuring  that 
management  of  designated  rivers  meets  the  intent  of  the 
Act.  In  the  absence  of  local  or  state  river  protection 
provisions,  the  Federal  government  could  ensure  com- 
pliance through  acquisition  of  private  lands  or  interests  in 
lands. 

The  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  specifically  prohibits 
Federal  use  of  condemnation  for  fee  title  purchase  of  lands 
if  50  percent  or  more  of  the  land  within  the  boundary  is 
already  in  public  ownership.  The  present  ownership  is 
approximately  36  percent  publicly  owned  and  64  percent 
privately  owned.  The  Act  does  provide  the  Federal  govern- 
ment with  authority  to  purchase  scenic,  conservation,  or 
access  easements  through  condemnation  proceedings,  but 
this  measure  would  be  used  only  as  a  last  resort  if  necessary 
to  remove  a  threat  to  the  river. 

The  basic  objective  of  wild  and  scenic  river  designation  is  to 
maintain  the  existing  condition  of  the  river.  If  a  land  use  or 
development  clearly  threatens  the  outstandingly  remark- 
able values,  which  resulted  in  designation  of  the  river,  ef- 
forts would  be  made  to  remove  the  threat  through  local 
zoning,  land  exchanges,  purchases  from  willing  sellers,  and 
other  actions  except  condemnation.  Agriculture  and  graz- 
ing activities  occurring  at  the  time  of  designation  would 
generally  not  be  affected. 
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2.  AFFECTED  ENVIRON- 
MENT 

General 

This  chapter  describes  the  general  physiographic  environ- 
ment of  the  river  corridor  and  surrounding  area,  general 
ownership,  and  the  various  land  uses/resources  within  the 
corridor.  It  also  presents  an  overview  of  the  socio-economic 
conditions  in  the  area  and  a  discussion  of  the  various  con- 
straints. 

General  Setting 

The  setting  for  this  study  area  is  an  expanse  of  land  and 
water  in  the  south-central  portion  of  the  San  Luis  Valley  of 
Colorado  and  consists  of  a  corridor  approximately  one-half 
mile  wide  and  41  miles  long  along  the  Rio  Grande  River. 
The  corridor  begins  below  the  New  Ditch  Dam  within  the 
Alamosa  National  Wildlife  Refuge  and  continues 
downriver  to  the  Colorado/New  Mexico  State  line. 

The  study  area  contains  three  distinctly  different 
physiographic  settings.  The  upper  19- mile  portion  is  repre- 
sented by  large  areas  of  wetlands  and  a  heavily  meandered 
stream  bed  with  old  oxbows  and  side  channels  present.  The 
extensive  riparian  vegetation  on  these  low  streambanks  con- 
sists of  dense  willow  thickets  and  numerous  clumps  and 
groves  of  cottonwood.  Large  expanses  of  irrigated  meadows 
also  occur.  The  middle  segment  consists  of  about  14  miles 
of  river  with  several  sparsely  vegetated  hills  rising  above  the 
general  river  elevation.  The  river  alignment  is  much 
straighter  in  this  segment.  The  lower  8-mile  portion  of  the 
study  corridor  flows  through  a  stark,  sheer-walled  gorge 
with  a  very  narrow  riparian  zone  between  the  edge  of  the 
water  and  the  steep  walls  of  the  canyon. 

The  Rio  Grande  River  is  a  free-flowing  river  throughout  the 
entire  study  area.  There  are  no  major  water  impoundments 
anywhere  in  any  of  the  three  segments;  however,  there  are 
several  irrigation  ditch  returns.  Remnants  of  an  old  washed- 
out  rock  dam  are  present  in  the  upper  box  of  Segment  B. 
Water  quality  measured  by  the  state  shows  sufficient  water 
quality  to  permit  body  water  contact  and  fishing  and  is 
classified  as  Recreational  Class  I  and  Aquatic  Life  Class  I. 
Water  level  peaks  during  spring  runoff  with  the  highest  level 
in  May  and  June  and  lower  flows  during  the  remainder  of 
the  year.  The  stream  gradient  is  less  than  one-half  percent 
with  no  large  rapids  nor  falls.  The  width  ranges  from  60  to 
120  feet  in  June  and  from  20  to  75  feet  in  late  summer. 

The  existing  ownership  pattern  is  approximately  36  percent 
public  and  64  percent  private. 

The  approximate  total  acreage  within  the  41-mile  river 
corridor  is  13,230  acres.  Of  this  total  amount,  8,550  acres  or 
about  64  percent  is  in  private  ownership,  1,850  acres  or 


about  14  percent  is  in  USFWS  ownership,  and  2,830  acres 
or  about  22  percent  is  administered  by  BLM.  More  details 
of  this  ownership  and  the  river  mileage  are  in  Attachment  2 
to  this  report. 

The  following  legal  descriptions  include  this  area. 
New  Mexico  Principal  Meridian 

T.  32  N.,  R.  11  E. 
Sees.  3, 4, 9, 10, 13, 14, 15, 23, 24 

T.  33  N.,  R.  11  E. 

Sees.  2,  3, 10, 11, 14, 15,  22,  23,  27,  28,  33,  34 

T.  34  N.,  R.  11  E. 
Sees.  2, 3, 11, 13, 14,  23, 26,  27,  34, 35 

T.  35  N.,  R.  11  E. 
Sees.  1, 2, 12, 13, 14, 23,  24,  26, 34, 35 

T.  36  N.,  R.  11  E. 
Sees.  4, 5, 9, 15, 16, 22, 23, 26,  27,  34, 35 

T.  37  N.,  R.  11  E. 
Sees.  28, 29, 33 

Land  Uses/Resource  Description 

The  study  area  currently  receives  moderate  recreation  use. 
Visitation  is  expected  to  increase  based  on  several  factors 
including  regional  population  growth,  increased  leisure 
time,  and  a  greater  emphasis  on  tourism  marketing  in  the 
San  Luis  Valley.  Recreation  use  along  the  river  corridor 
includes  fishing,  boating,  camping,  hunting,  and  OHV  use. 
Use  estimates  are  shown  in  Table  A-l. 

There  are  about  five  county  roads,  one  highway,  and  several 
nonsurfaced,  nonmaintained  roadways  that  provide  access 
to  and  through  the  river  corridor  and  within  the  study  area. 
Livestock  use  of  the  area  involves  seven  allotments  adjacent 
to  and  including  Segments  B  and  C.  A  total  of  280  cows  and 
3,340  sheep  are  permitted  on  these  allotments.  Livestock 
grazing  use  conflicts  with  river  boating  use  in  Segment  B. 
Six  wire  fences  (two  smooth  and  four  barbed)  are  stretched 
across  the  Rio  Grande  River,  which  present  a  definite  safety 
hazard  to  unsuspecting  boaters  and  at  least  a  "river  access" 
problem. 

The  study  area  is  significant  in  that  it  is  largely  remote  and 
sparsely  populated,  with  few  large  manmade  intrusions  to 
detract  from  a  natural,  serene  outdoor  experience.  This  also 
results  in  extensive  use  of  the  corridor  by  wildlife  (e.g., 
raptor  nesting,  waterfowl  flyway,  etc.). 

The  river  flows  on  a  year  around  basis  with  runoff  in  the 
spring  bringing  the  highest  flows.  The  10-year  average  flow 
in  this  stretch  of  the  river  is  654  cfs,  with  the  high  flow 
(1980-1989)  in  spring  reaching  into  the  3,400  cfs  level. 
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Table  A-1 
Use  Estimates 


Number  of  Visits 


Recreation  Activity 


OHV  Travel 

Other  Motorized  Travel 

Nonmotorized  Travel 

Camping 

Hunting 

Land  Based 

Fishing 

Boating 

Other  Water  Related 


50 

900 

160 

250 

150 

250 

4,000 

1,300 

1,500 


Figures  are  based  on  estimates  of  BLM  personnel  who  manage  the  area. 


During  the  winter,  the  river  drops  very  low;  the  lowest  flow 
on  record  during  the  last  20+  years  is  around  10  cfs 
recorded  at  Lobatos  Bridge.  A  large  share  of  the  flow 
during  the  growing  season  consists  of  irrigation  return  flows 
and  augmentation  flows.  There  are  25  waterways  providing 
some  flows  into  the  Rio  Grande  River  in  Segments  A,  B, 
and  C.  These  waterways  are: 

Chicago  Ditch  return  flows 

Closed  Basin  Ditch  augmentation  flows 

Alamosa  Lateral  Ditch  return  flows 

Rock  Creek  flows 

Empire  Lateral  Ditch  return  flows 

Alamosa  Farm  Lateral  Ditch  return  flows 

La  Jara  Creek  flows 

Alamosa  River  flows 

Hansen  Ditch  return  flows 

Tenfoot  Ditch  return  flows 

Twentyfoot  Ditch  return  flows 

Trinchera  Creek  flows 

Conejos  River  flows 

Conejos  River  Diversion  Ditch  return  flows 

Lasauses  Ditch  return  flows 

Culebra  Creek  return  flows 

Punche  Arroyo  flows 

Eight  other  unnamed  ditch  return  and  creek  flows 

Segment  A 

The  first  7.7  miles  of  Segment  A  are  in  the  Alamosa  National 
Wildlife  Refuge  operated  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service.  This  area  supports  a  wide  range  of  waterbirds  and 
species  dependent  on  the  riparian  habitat;  e.g.,  beaver.  The 
adjacent  private  land  is  composed  mostly  of  flat,  irrigated 


meadows  with  extensive  willow  and  Cottonwood  trees  along 
the  streambanks.  Hansen  Bluff,  which  ranges  from  20  to  40 
feet  in  height  and  parallels  the  river  through  the  refuge,  is 
of  significant  cultural  value  since  it  was  an  important  over- 
look for  paleo  inhabitants  in  the  area.  The  bluff  also  has 
paleontological  significance  as  it  contains  a  very  large  num- 
ber of  special  vertebrate  and  invertebrate  fossils. 

South  of  the  refuge,  the  river  flows  through  about  4  miles  of 
very  similar  terrain  and  vegetation  as  the  upper  7.7  miles 
until  it  reaches  the  County  Bridge.  Only  seven  small,  scat- 
tered parcels  of  BLM  land  border  the  river  in  this  section, 
and  the  remainder  of  lands  are  in  private  ownership.  The 
recently  erected  County  Bridge  across  the  Rio  Grande 
River  north  of  Lasauses  is  on  BLM  land.  A  parking  lot 
constructed  along  the  eastern  bank  of  the  river  adjacent  to 
the  bridge  provides  public  access  for  rafting,  canoeing, 
hunting,  fishing,  wildlife  observation,  and  other  recreational 
activities.  The  old  road  provides  access  to  a  piece  of  BLM 
land  at  the  junction  of  the  Conejos  and  Rio  Grande  Rivers. 
The  last  7.3  miles  of  Segment  A  are  also  very  similar  to  the 
first  11.7  miles  above  the  bridge  except  the  banks  change 
from  the  winding  river  corridor  with  dense  bank  foliage  to 
a  more  straight  flowing  river  with  sparse  bank  vegetation. 

The  river  has  several  species  of  fish  including  carp,  northern 
pike,  and  trout,  and  many  species  of  waterfowl  are  evident 
along  the  river.  Raptors,  including  bald  and  golden  eagles, 
are  also  present,  at  least  seasonally,  because  of  the  abun- 
dance of  fish,  waterfowl,  and  other  prey.  Scenic  vistas  from 
the  river  include  the  Brownie  Hills  (east  of  river),  San  Luis 
Hills  WSA  and  proposed  ACEC,  which  includes  Flat  Top 
Mountain.  Mt.  Blanca  and  the  rugged  Sangre  de  Cristo 
Mountains  to  the  east  and  the  San  Juan  Mountains  to  the 
west  can  be  seen  in  the  distance. 

Segment  B 

Along  the  upper  4.4  miles  of  Segment  B,  a  large  unbroken 
tract  of  BLM  land  borders  the  western  and  eastern  side  of 
the  river.  The  remainder  of  the  river  is  bordered  by  private 
and  county  land.  The  public  and  private  ownership  along 
the  western  side  of  the  river  crosses  to  the  eastern  bank  of 
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the  river  up  to  the  land  grant  boundary.  This  boundary 
reaches  to  the  high  waterline  or  flood  line  on  the  eastern 
side  of  the  river,  in  some  cases  extending  20  or  30  feet 
beyond  the  level  of  the  river  and  in  some  cases  80  to  100  feet. 
In  some  cases,  ownership  of  the  western  side  of  the  river 
extends  to  the  eastern  side  of  the  river  as  well.  There  is  some 
county-owned  land  along  the  eastern  side  of  this  segment, 
which  extends  down  to  the  eastern  high  waterline.  All  of  the 
Rio  Grande  Rancho  subdivisions  along  the  Rio  Grande 
River  in  Costilla  County  have  a  public  20-foot  pedestrian 
way  tied  into  the  western  edge  of  their  lots  on  the  eastern 
bank  of  the  river.  This  provides  public  access  for  the 
majority  of  the  eastern  side  of  the  river.  Except  for  the 
riparian  zone,  which  varies  in  width  along  the  river  and 
extends  along  both  sides,  the  land  is  semidesert  with  sparse 
vegetation.  One  portion  of  this  segment  has  sparsely 
vegetated  hills  rising  500  to  900  feet  above  the  river.  Vertical 
rock  walls  of  up  to  100  feet  occur  in  several  places  along  the 
river  creating  an  enclosed  landscape.  This  portion  of  Seg- 
ment B  provides  good  habitat  for  a  variety  of  raptors,  nest 
sites  for  nongame  birds  such  as  cliff  and  bank  swallows,  and 
range  for  pronghorns,  coyotes,  and  foxes. 

The  remainder  of  the  segment,  the  lower  9.6  miles,  is  more 
open  and  offers  opportunities  for  expansive  unobstructed 
views.  The  exception  to  this  is  the  upper  box  area,  which  is 
about  1  mile  below  the  state  highway  bridge.  This  long 
enclosed  rock  bluff  area  provides  seclusion  from  outside 
views  for  about  1.3  miles.  Throughout  the  rest  of  the  seg- 
ment, however,  the  views  of  the  Sangre  de  Cristos  to  the  east 
and  the  San  Luis  Hills  to  the  west  are  of  scenic  significance. 
The  high  waterline  grant  boundary  here  may  average  100 
feet  beyond  the  low  water  level  in  places.  Greater  public 
access  in  the  publicly-owned  sections  in  this  area  is  wider 
and  more  extensive  along  the  river  edge. 

Overall,  Segment  B  (14  miles)  contains  a  variety  of  scenic, 
unique  settings  and  includes  numerous  opportunities  for 
solitude.  An  extensive  inventory  of  cultural  sites  is  present 
adjacent  to  the  river  along  the  lower  7  to  8  miles  of  this  river 
segment.  The  state  bridge  on  State  Highway  142  and  several 
subdivision  roads  on  private  lands  along  the  eastern  side  of 
the  river  are  the  only  large  manmade  intrusions;  however, 
they  are  not  visible  from  the  river.  All  species  of  fish  and 
wildlife  in  Segment  A  are  also  present  in  Segment  B.  The 
area  does  contain  some  noxious  weed  species  in  the  riparian 
zone. 

This  segment  is  approximately  14  miles  total.  It  extends 
downriver  to  the  mouth  of  the  river  gorge,  about  1.6  miles 
below  Lobatos  Bridge.  Both  sides  of  this  segment  of  the 
river  are  the  least  developed  of  any  segment  of  the  study 
area.  A  point  of  interest  in  the  lower  portion  of  this  segment 
is  the  Lobatos  Bridge,  which,  because  of  its  historical  style 
structure,  has  been  nominated  for  the  National  Register  of 
Historical  Places  as  part  of  State  of  Colorado  Department 
of  Highways  Thematic  Bridge  Nomination. 


Segrnent  C 

Segment  C  is  approximately  8  miles  in  length  and  extends 
to  the  Colorado/New  Mexico  State  line.  The  eastern  side  of 
the  river  in  Segment  C  is  also  partially  owned  by  the  county 
and  includes  sizable  amounts  of  subdivision  with  the  public- 
ly-owned undeveloped  pedestrian  ways.  Public  access  is 
provided  for  the  majority  of  this  river  segment  on  both  sides 
through  these  pedestrian  ways  and  the  BLM  lands. 

Vertical  rock  walls  about  90  feet  high  at  the  beginning  of  the 
segment,  which  begins  about  1-1/4  miles  south  of  the 
Lobatos  Bridge,  rise  to  approximately  200  feet  at  the  state 
line.  A  nonsurfaced  road  extends  southward  from  Lobatos 
Bridge  approximately  1.5  miles  on  the  eastern  side  of  the 
river.  It  does  not,  however,  provide  vehicular  access  into  the 
river  gorge.  Access  by  hiking  or  boat  is  the  only  means  of 
access  into  Segment  C  because  of  the  sheer  rock  walls.  The 
riparian  zone  becomes  very  narrow  in  places  and  is  confined 
by  the  cliffs. 

Vegetation,  fish,  and  wildlife  species  are  similar  to  those  in 
Segment  B;  however,  wildlife  resources  in  this  segment  are 
extremely  rich  and  very  fragile.  A  minimum  of  35  to  40 
raptor  nesting  sites  have  been  inventoried  including  11 
prairie  falcon  eyries  and  4  golden  eagle  eyries,  some  of 
which  indicate  200  years  of  historical  use.  Several  nesting 
pairs  of  Canada  geese  also  reside  in  this  segment  along  with 
numerous  other  species  of  waterfowl.  This  segment  is  also 
the  beginning  of  a  narrow  migration  corridor  used  by  a  large 
number  of  waterfowl  and  passerine  birds  in  both  the  spring 
and  fall. 

This  portion  of  the  river  contains  none  of  the  expansive 
vistas  of  the  first  two  segments,  except  for  a  specific  area  at 
the  very  northern  point.  Instead,  the  vertical  rock  walls 
create  an  enclosed  setting  and  help  convey  an  intense  feel- 
ing of  remoteness. 

Two  possible  dam  sites  have  been  investigated  in  this  seg- 
ment; one  just  north  of  the  state  line,  and  another  near  the 
northern  end  of  the  gorge.  Potentially  a  dam  could  be  built 
anywhere  in  the  8-mile  gorge. 

Recreational  values  are  exceptional  on  the  stretch  of 
smooth  water  that  flows  through  the  canyon.  The  river  is 
excellent  for  floatboating  with  outstanding  opportunities  for 
viewing  waterfowl,  hawks,  owls,  eagles,  and  big  game  within 
the  close  confines  of  the  canyon  walls.  Observations  of 
raptor  nesting  sites  indicate  historical  use  and  a  high  density 
of  raptors.  The  remoteness  of  the  area  and  the  steep  canyon 
walls  offer  an  outstanding  opportunity  for  solitude  and  a 
primitive  recreation  experience.  Scenic  vistas  include  a  to- 
tally undisturbed  view  of  the  rock-strewn  river  bank  and 
sheer  canyon  walls.  In  addition,  the  area  shows  much  poten- 
tial for  cultural  resources.  Although  formal  cultural  inven- 
tories have  not  been  completed  along  this  section  of  river, 
the  area  contains  many  significant  cultural  resource  sites. 
Prehistoric  rock  art  and  structural  sites  exist  along  this 
portion  of  the  river. 
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Constraints 

There  are  various  items  with  the  potential  to  limit  or  restrain 
management  of  the  Rio  Grande  River  as  an  element  of  the 
National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System.  These  items  in- 
clude existing  waterpower  withdrawals,  potential  mineral 
development,  mixed  land  ownership,  and  water  rights.  The 
proposal  for  the  345  kV  powerline  from  Taos,  New  Mexico, 
to  Center,  Colorado,  has  been  withdrawn  by  the  Colorado 
Public  Service  Commission.  If  this  right-of-way  is  needed  at 
some  future  date,  it  will  be  placed  along  a  route  on  the  west 
side  of  the  San  Luis  Hills.  This  issue,  therefore,  is  no  longer 
a  potential  conflict  with  the  significant  values  along  the  wild 
and  scenic  river  corridor. 

Existing  Waterpower  Withdrawals 

Waterpower/storage  withdrawals  with  several  overlapping 
public  water  reserves  occur  on  BLM  lands  along  the  river. 
The  power  withdrawals  and  public  water  reserves  would 
limit  some  types  of  development  along  the  river  because 
nothing  can  be  done  to  affect  the  purpose  of  the  withdrawal 
unless  that  withdrawal  is  recommended  for  termination  in 
the  RMP  planning  process.  A  decision  in  the  proposed 
RMP  to  recommend  inclusion  of  this  river  in  the  National 
Wild  and  Scenic  System  would  mean  that  the  existing  water- 
power/storage  withdrawals  would  be  recommended  for  ter- 
mination. 

Potential  Mineral  Development 

Mineral  development  could  conflict  with  the  existing  public 
water  reserves  or  the  recommendation  for  wild  and  scenic 
designation.  The  proposed  RMP  recommends  a  protective 
withdrawal  to  close  the  corridor  to  mineral  location  to 
provide  added  conservation  measures  for  wildlife,  scenic, 
and  recreational  values.  This  proposed  RMP  recommenda- 
tion to  withdraw  the  corridor  from  mineral  location  would 
be  made,  however,  regardless  of  the  wild  and  scenic  river 
recommendation.  A  major  portion  of  the  same  area  is 
presently  managed  as  a  special  recreation  management  area 
(SRMA)  from  the  County  Bridge  downriver  to  the  state 
line.  This  withdrawal  is  needed  to  provide  conservation  of 
the  scenic  viewing,  watchable  wildlife,  and  other  significant 
recreational  values  in  this  stretch  of  the  river. 

Mixed  Land  Ownership 

The  various  subdivisions,  with  mixed  private  and  county 
ownership,  to  the  east  of  the  river  could  also  cause  potential 
problems  for  maintenance  of  the  values  important  to  a 
potential  wild  and  scenic  designation.  Although  ap- 
proximately 50  percent  of  the  shoreline  of  the  river  is  in 
Federal  ownership,  the  immediate  scenic  viewing  area  and 
some  of  the  vital  wildlife  habitat  is  in  or  adjacent  to  these 
subdivisions,  which  potentially  could  cause  a  future  prob- 
lem. Many  of  the  lots  in  these  subdivisions  within  the  river 
corridor  have  returned  to  the  county  because  of  tax  forfei- 
ture. On  all  the  Rio  Grande  Rancho  subdivisions,  a  20-foot 
public  access  pedestrian  easement  exists  along  the  eastern 


high  waterline  of  the  river.  BLM-administered  land  along 
the  western  side  of  the  river  crosses  to  the  eastern  bank  of 
the  river  estending  up  to  the  high  waterline;  therefore,  BLM 
manages  the  largest  share  of  the  river  itself.  Of  the  hundreds 
of  divided  lots  on  the  eastern  side  of  the  river  and  within  the 
one-quarter  mile  corridor,  only  two  have  structures  at 
present.  Designation  could,  to  some  extent,  result  in  in- 
creased structural  occupation  of  these  remote  lots. 

Water  Rights 

The  Rio  Grande  River  Interstate  Compact  became  effective 
on  March  18,  1938,  and  applies  to  this  river  segment.  A 
major  purpose  of  this  interstate  water  agreement  was  to 
establish  the  quantity  of  water  Colorado  is  to  deliver  into 
New  Mexico.  Section  13(e)  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act 
addresses  interstate  compacts: 

"Nothing  contained  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  to  alter, 
amend,  repeal,  interpret,  modify,  or  be  in  conflict  with  any 
interstate  compact  made  by  any  States  which  contain  any 
portion  of  the  national  wild  and  scenic  rivers  system." 

The  future  administration  of  this  compact,  therefore,  would 
not  be  affected  by  the  addition  of  the  41-mile  stretch  of  this 
river  to  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System. 

Several  water  user  groups  expressed  concern  that  even 
though  the  river  corridor  may  qualify  under  the  criteria, 
there  is  an  over  allocation  of  water  within  the  San  Luis 
Valley  for  domestic,  municipal,  industrial,  and  agricultural 
purposes.  The  water  users  believe  designation  would  cause 
them  some  unspecified  problems  regarding  their  opera- 
tions. The  major  concerns  of  the  users  are  focused  on  the 
reserved  water  right  that  would  be  created  by  the  designa- 
tion. Section  13(c)  of  the  Act  states  that  wild  and  scenic 
designation  reserves  water  in  the  quantity  necessary  to  ac- 
complish the  purpose  of  the  Act,  preservation  of  rivers  in  a 
free-flowing  condition,  and  preservation  of  the  outstanding- 
ly remarkable  values  for  the  benefit  and  enjoyment  of  future 
generations.  Water  users  are  uneasy  because  of  the  strategic 
location  of  the  prospective  Federal  water  right,  even  though 
this  possible  right  would  be  junior  to  approximately  16,000 
other  senior  adjudicated  water  rights.  Their  concern  also  is 
that  if  BLM  obtained  a  reserved  water  right  it  would  be 
based  on  the  conditions  in  the  stream  at  the  time  of  national 
designation.  Any  changes  in  water  rights  upstream,  which 
could  alter  these  conditions  in  the  river,  could  be  protested 
by  BLM,  since  BLM  as  a  junior  water  right  holder  would 
have  a  right  to  expect  conditions  to  remain  the  same  as  at 
the  time  of  wild  and  scenic  designation  by  Congress. 

There  are  16,000  +  senior  adjudicated  water  rights  existing 
in  the  San  Luis  Valley  presently,  which  are  as  follows: 
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San  Luis/Saguache  Creeks  and  tributaries  2,400 

Rio  Grande  River  and  tributaries  8,250 

Alamosa/La  Jara  Creeks  and  tributaries  1,050 

Conejos  River  and  tributaries  1,800 

Costilla/Culebra  Creeks  and  tributaries  450 

Old  Water  District  27  1,250 

Old  Water  District  35  1,200 

Augmentation  Plans  51 

TOTAL  16,451 
SOURCE:  "Tabulated  Water  Rights  in  Water  Division  3" 
dated  December  31,  1989. 

Since  there  are  a  very  large  number  of  senior  rights  already 
in  place  on  the  Rio  Grande  River,  the  placement  of  an 
additional  very  junior  Federal  water  right  should  have  a  very 
negligible,  if  any,  effect  on  existing  upstream  water  opera- 
tions, future  changes,  or  modifications  to  diversions.  Many 
of  the  16,000  senior  water  right  holders  would  have 
problems  with:  1)  major  upstream  diversion  of  water  (i.e., 
selling  water  to  cities  outside  the  San  Luis  Valley)  and  2) 
minor  operational  changes  upstream  (i.e.,  changing  point  of 
diversion  or  modifications  of  diversion  structures)  and 
would  object  to  such  changes.  A  junior  reserved  water  right 
could  be,  at  the  worst  case,  a  nuisance  transactional  factor 
for  water  users. 

There  appears  to  be  widespread  interest  in  continuing  the 
agricultural  lifestyle  in  the  San  Luis  Valley.  A  sizable  num- 
ber of  the  water  users  and  nonwater  users  in  the  valley  have 
publicly  expressed  opposition  to  diverting  water  from  the 
valley  to  out-of-basin  users.  This  interest,  expressed  by 
many  commenters,  may  well  be  better  served  by  conserving 
this  river  environment  through  wild  and  scenic  designation. 
The  proposal  to  designate  the  Rio  Grande  River  as  wild  and 
scenic  may  be  of  assistance  in  continuing  the  existing  con- 
ditions on  the  river  and  preserving  a  portion  of  that  river 
environment;  i.e.,  maintaining  some  minimum  flows  in  the 
river  with  agriculture  return  flows.  This  may,  in  fact,  have  a 
very  strong  psychological  effect  of  keeping  water  in  the 
valley  for  conservation  and  agriculture  uses  instead  of 
diverting  it  to  other  areas  for  municipal  use. 

There  is  a  concern  that  the  Federal  government,  if  this  river 
is  placed  in  the  national  wild  and  scenic  system,  would  want 
a  low-flow  limitation  or  require  a  minimum  flow  without 
going  through  the  Colorado  State  Water  Law  system.  Any 
reserved  right  for  this  river  would  be  adjudicated  in  the 
Colorado  courts.  The  environmental  groups,  including 
reputable  wildlife  biologists,  have  stated  that  a  minimum 
flow  of  from  40  to  60  cfs  would  be  needed  to  perpetuate  the 
biological  riverine  environment  and  related  values.  The 
BLM  recommendation  for  designation  in  the  proposed 
RMP  would  in  no  way  change  the  valid  existing  water  rights 
situation  and  would  state  that  any  inadvertent  water  flow 
present,  specifically  the  "existing  conditions,"  are  sufficient 
for  the  perpetuation  of  the  significant  river  values.  This 
basically  would  mean  continuing  the  existing  situation  on 
this  41-mile  stretch  of  river;  i.e.,  average  10-year  (1980- 
1989)  flows  of  654  cfs,  short  duration  low  flows  of  43  cfs,  and 
short  duration  high  flows  around  3,400  cfs. 


There  were  other  concerns  expressed  that  there  would  not 
be  any  flows  within  this  particular  41-mile  stretch  of  river 
because  of  changes  in  water  operations  upstream.  In  dis- 
cussing these  concerns  with  the  water  users,  they  have  no 
specific  examples  of  actual  proposals  for  changes  in  opera- 
tions at  this  time  and  could  not  offer  any  ideas  for  likely 
future  proposals.  BLM  is  directed,  by  regulation,  to  look,  at 
reasonable,  foreseeable  impacts.  It  is  apparent  that  with  25 
return  flows  within  this  stretch,  there  would  always  be  some 
minimum  water  flows  in  the  river.  The  obligatory  flows 
downriver  to  the  New  Ditch  Diversion  Dam  provide  for  at 
least  this  level  of  flows  to  the  very  beginning  point  of  this 
41-mile  stretch  of  river. 

It  is  apparent  that  if  the  water  users  on  any  of  the  return  flow 
waterways  below  the  New  Ditch  Dam  (e.g.,  La  Jara  Creek, 
Alamosa  River,  Tenfoot  Ditch,  Trinchera  Creek,  Conejos 
River,  Alamosa  Lateral  Ditch,  Empire  Lateral  Ditch,  etc.) 
were  to  sell  their  water  rights  to  a  transmountain  diversion 
company  (e.g.,  cities  outside  the  San  Luis  Valley,  etc.)  they 
would  only  be  allowed  by  present  state  water  law  to  sell  an 
amount  equal  to  that  which  they  consumptively  use.  This  use 
is  normally  between  50  and  60  percent,  therefore,  a  substan- 
tial amount  of  water  will  continue  to  flow  into  the  river  and 
be  available  for  conservation  of  the  riverine  environment  in 
this  lower  stretch  of  the  river. 


L  ft*t. 
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3.  DETERMINATION  OF 
ELIGIBILITY 

General 

The  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  states  that  to  be  considered 
for  inclusion  in  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System 
(NW&SRS),  a  river  or  river  segment  must  be  free  flowing 
and,  with  its  immediate  environment,  must  have  one  or  more 
outstandingly  remarkable  values. 

This  chapter  discusses  the  definitions  of  free  flowing  and 
whether  or  not  segments  qualify  under  the  definition.  Also 
included  is  the  study  team  assessment  of  the  outstandingly 
remarkable  features  in  each  segment. 

Free-Flowing  Criteria 

The  final  BLM  guidance,  dated  September  8,  1988,  on 
identification  and  evaluation  of  potential  additions  to  the 
NW&SRS  was  used  in  the  study  of  this  river.  To  be  eligible 
for  inclusion,  a  river  must  be  free  flowing;  i.e.,  easting  or 
flowing  in  a  natural  condition  without  impoundment,  diver- 
sion, straightening,  riprapping,  or  other  modification  of  the 
waterways.  See  Attachment  3  for  more  information  on  the 
eligibility  criteria. 

Free  flowing  should  not  be  confused  with  naturally  flowing, 
which  is  flowing  without  any  upstream  manipulation  except 
by  nature.  The  BLM  study  team  acknowledges  that  several 
large  irrigation  diversion  ditches  above  the  41-mile  study 
segment  substantially  reduce  the  volume  of  water  flowing 
naturally  through  the  corridor.  After  consideration  and 
reconsideration  of  the  river  attributes,  however,  the  study 
group  believes  the  stream  flow  returned  by  seepage  in  the 
wildlife  refuge,  the  Conejos  River,  and  through  return 
ditches  is  adequate  to  maintain  the  resource  values  present 
at  this  time. 

Several  200- foot  long  sections  of  stream-eroded  banks  (6  to 
8  feet  high)  have  been  riprapped  in  the  refuge.  Natural 
appearing  river  rock  was  used,  and  the  stabilization  im- 
provements are  fairly  inconspicuous  and  have  very  marginal 
influence  on  the  free-flowing  nature  of  the  river.  The  rem- 
nants of  the  washed-out  rock  dam  do  not  constrict  the  flow 
of  the  river. 

The  entire  41-mile  segment  is  considered  to  be  free  flowing. 
The  section  studied  remains  in  a  natural  riverine  ap- 
pearance and  is  free  of  any  dams  and  extensive  riprapping. 


Outstandingly  Remarkable  Values 
Criteria 

The  second  eligibility  criteria  that  must  be  met  before  a  river 
can  be  included  in  the  wild  and  scenic  river  system  is  that  it 
must  have  one  or  more  outstandingly  remarkable  scenic, 
recreational,  geologic,  fish  and  wildlife,  historic,  cultural,  or 
other  similar  value  The  term  "outstandingly  remarkable"  is 
not  precisely  defined  in  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act. 
Consequently,  the  determination  of  whether  or  not  a  river 
area  contains  these  values  is  based  on  the  professional 
judgment  of  the  interdisciplinary  study  team.  These  values, 
which  must  be  directly  river-related,  are  considered  out- 
standingly remarkable  if  they  are  unique  or  exemplary  com- 
pared to  similar  values  in  other  river  areas. 

Scenic  Resources 

The  scenic  resources  present  along  the  study  segment  are 
unique  when  compared  to  other  rivers  in  Colorado,  as  well 
as  other  segments  in  the  wild  and  scenic  river  system.  The 
diversity  and  stark  contrast  in  vegetation  and  landforms, 
both  within  and  between  river  segments,  give  the  study  area 
its  unique  qualities.  From  the  Alamosa  Wildlife  Refuge  to 
the  Lasauses  Cemetery,  the  river  meanders  through  a  green 
pastoral  setting  bordered  in  the  foreground  by  marshes, 
willows,  cottonwoods,  and  irrigated  meadows.  The  low 
banks  (3  to  5  feet)  in  this  segment  allow  for  uninterrupted 
views  of  the  snowcapped  peaks  bordering  the  broad  San 
Luis  Valley.  Seven  peaks  over  14,000  feet  are  visible  in  the 
background  along  the  rugged  Sangre  de  Cristo  range. 
Several  modifications  are  visible  along  the  route  including 
three  bridges,  several  sections  of  stone  riprap,  several  fen- 
ces, and  a  rock  watergap  fence;  however,  these  are  con- 
sidered to  be  minor  impacts  on  the  visual  qualities. 

Below  the  Lasauses  Cemetery,  the  river  cuts  through  the 
volcanic  rock  of  the  San  Luis  Hills.  The  barren-looking  hills 
rising  several  hundred  feet  above  the  river  in  the 
foreground,  and  up  to  2,000  feet  in  the  background,  provide 
a  dramatic  change  in  character  from  the  pastoral  upstream 
segment.  The  narrow  strip  of  green  along  the  river  is  bor- 
dered by  low  black/brown  cliffs  and  sagebrush-covered  roll- 
ing hills.  The  remnants  of  an  old  washed-out  rock  dam  is 
present;  however,  is  also  considered  to  be  a  minor  impact 
on  the  visual  qualities. 

About  1.6  miles  below  the  Lobatos  Bridge,  the  river  again 
changes  character  as  it  enters  a  box  canyon,  increasing  from 
90  to  200  feet  in  height  as  it  approaches  the  New  Mexico 
border.  Here  the  enclosed  setting  is  dominated  by  the  black 
volcanic  cliffs,  offering  none  of  the  distant  vistas  of  the 
upper  river. 

In  summary,  when  looking  at  the  study  segment  as  a  whole, 
the  variety  and  uniqueness  of  the  scenic  resources  are  of 
regional  and  potentially  national  significance  when  com- 
pared to  other  rivers. 
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Recreation  Resources 

Recreational  boating  opportunities  along  the  study  segment 
are  limited  because  of  a  short  season,  low-flow  levels,  and  a 
low  gradient  along  the  entire  stretch  (no  Whitewater).  The 
low  gradient  does  allow  for  flatwater  canoeing  oppor- 
tunities, which  are  somewhat  limited  on  rivers  in  the  moun- 
tainous regions  of  Colorado.  The  fishery  is  moderately 
productive,  and  some  angling  use  for  pike,  trout,  and  non- 
game  fish  does  occur  on  the  river.  The  lengths  of  boating 
runs  and  availability  of  public  land  access  points  along  the 
corridor  enhance  opportunities  for  recreation  use. 

The  outstandingly  remarkable  recreation  values  along  the 
corridor  are  based  on  the  diverse  scenery  and  opportunities 
for  solitude  and  wildlife  viewing.  From  distant  views  of 
14,000-foot  peaks  to  stark,  arid  rolling  mountains  to  a  nar- 
row steep-walled  canyon,  the  river  passes  through  very 
diverse  and  scenic  landscapes.  The  vast  vistas  in  the  upper 
segment  and  the  enclosed  landscape  of  the  lower  segment 
contain  few  manmade  developments  and  offer  outstanding 
opportunities  for  solitude.  Waterfowl,  beaver,  and  upland 
game  are  among  the  wildlife  seen  on  the  river  in  the  upper 
segment,  while  the  lower  segment  contains  one  of  the 
highest  concentrations  of  birds-of-prey  in  the  nation.  The 
canyon  setting  offers  many  opportunities  to  view  these 
birds. 

Geologic  Resources 

The  variety  of  landforms  in  this  study  corridor  are  also 
unique.  Hansen  Bluff,  a  relic  shoreline  (formed  by  ancient 
river,  sea,  or  lake),  rises  30  to  40  feet  above  the  valley  floor 
and  extends  along  the  river  bottom  through  the  refuge  area. 
The  bluff  has  paleontological  significance  because  of  the 
large  numbers  of  vertebrate  and  invertebrate  fossils.  This 
type  of  feature  is  considered  to  be  rare. 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

The  wildlife  resources  associated  with  Segments  A  and  B 
are  significant  because  of  the  variety  of  habitats  and  many 
varied  species.  Several  species  of  waterfowl  and  shorebirds 
utilize  these  river  segments,  at  least  seasonally,  for  nesting 
and  feeding  (e.g.,  mallards,  widgeons,  teal,  canvasback, 
western  grebe,  white-faced  ibis,  spotted  sandpiper,  killdeer, 
American  avocet,  etc.).  Beaver,  mule  deer,  pronghorn,  grey 
fox,  coyotes,  and  several  rodent  and  bat  species  represent 
some  of  the  common  mammals. 

Segment  C  has  an  associated  outstandingly  remarkable 
wildlife  resource.  Significant  numbers  and  variety  of  nesting 
raptors  (i.e.,  prairie  falcons  and  golden  eagles)  are  in  the 
segment.  Riparian/riverine  dependent  birds,  mammals, 
reptiles,  and  amphibians  are  also  in  this  area  as  well  as 
several  species  of  migrants. 
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Historic  Resources 

The  Lobatos  Bridge,  because  of  its  historical  style  structure, 
has  been  nominated  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places  as  part  of  the  state  of  Colorado  Department  of 
Highways  Thematic  Bridge  Nominations. 

Cultural  Resources 

The  San  Luis  Valley  is  nationally  known  for  the  density  and 
diversity  of  both  archaeological  and  historical  sites.  One 
area  of  intense  concentration  of  these  resources  is  the  Rio 
Grande  rift,  which  has  comprised  a  corridor  of  subsistence 
and  commerce  for  at  least  10,000  years.  The  60  +  formally 
recorded  sites  in  this  study  area  reflect  only  the  small 
acreage  that  has  been  inventoried,  but  indicate  the  potential 
resource  yet  to  be  surveyed.  The  kinds  of  archaeological 
sites  encountered  constitute  a  representation  of  regional 
prehistory  from  paleo  Indian  to  nomadic  bands  of  Ute  and 
Apache  and  are  evidenced  in  standing  structures,  tipi  rings, 
quarries,  and  rock  art. 

Historically,  this  location  has  been  important  from  Spanish 
colonial  times  through  the  recent  American  historic  period. 
Physical  manifestation  of  history  include  the  famous  ex- 
plorer DeAnza's  camp  and  river  crossing,  early  livestock 
camps,  early  mining  efforts,  and  commercial  transportation 
history  reflected  by  Meyer's  Ferry  and  the  National  Register 
eligible  Lobatos  Bridge. 

Eligibility  Determination  Summary 

The  entire  41-mile  river  segment  has  been  determined  to  be 
eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River 
System. 

This  portion  of  the  river  studied  is  free  flowing.  There  are 
no  dams,  reservoirs,  diversion  structures,  nor  riprapping  of 
any  consequence  along  the  river  from  the  New  Ditch  Dam 
in  the  Alamosa  Refuge  to  the  Colorado/New  Mexico  line. 
There  are  several  bridges  with  some  minor  amounts  of  rock 
riprap,  and  there  is  some  remaining  evidence  in  Segment  B 
of  an  old  washed  out  private  dam.  These  appear  to  be  very 
minor  disturbances  and  do  not  seem  to  restrain  nor  in  any 
substantial  way  restrict  flows  within  this  river  study  area. 

Several  outstandingly  remarkable  values  are  present  in  this 
study  area.  The  unique  scenic  values  consist  of  a  variety  of 
vegetation  types  overlying  at  least  three  distinctively  dif- 
ferent landforms  to  create  interesting  patterns  and  con- 
trasts of  soil,  rock,  vegetation,  and  elevational  relief.  The 
distant  views  of  the  Sangre  de  Cristo  range  also  greatly 
enhance  the  visual  quality. 

Many  combined  values  produce  outstanding  recreational 
opportunities.  Excellent  opportunities  for  canoeing  and 
flatwater  boating  are  available  here  in  a  region  where 
Whitewater  recreation  is  most  prevalent.  These  flatwater 
boating  experiences  are  greatly  enhanced  because  of  the 
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abundant  numbers  of  raptors,  owls,  waterfowl,  small  mam- 
mals, and  big  game  in  this  area.  The  scenic  beauty,  which 
can  be  most  appreciated  from  the  river,  and  the  remoteness 
and  general  lack  of  manmade  intrusions  contribute  to  an 
outstanding  opportunity  for  solitude. 

This  river  segment  is  an  especially  productive  riverine 
habitat  for  waterfowl  and  various  raptors.  Observations  of 
raptor  nesting  sites  indicate  over  200  years  of  historical  use 


and  a  high  density  of  raptors.  This  habitat  quality  is  excep- 
tional, particularly  in  Segment  C  and  a  portion  of  Segment 
B. 

These  features  (scenery,  recreation,  wildlife,  and  cultural) 
have  been  determined  to  be  at  least  significant  on  a  regional 
scale,  and  are  believed  to  be  exemplary  when  compared  on 
a  national  scale. 
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4.  CLASSIFICATION 


General 

The  river  is  divided  into  segments  for  classification.  Seg- 
ments are  determined  by  obvious  changes  in  land  status  or 
ownership,  changes  in  river  character,  changes  in  amount 
of  development,  or  presence  of  important  resource  values. 
See  Attachment  4  for  more  information  on  classification 
within  the  national  system. 

After  determining  the  eligibility  of  a  river  for  inclusion  in 
the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System,  it  must  be 
classified  according  to  the  category  (wild,  scenic,  or  recrea- 
tional) that  best  fits  each  eligible  segment.  Classification  is 
based  on  the  degree  of  naturalness  and  extent  of  develop- 
ment of  the  river  and  its  adjacent  lands  as  they  exist  at  the 
time  of  the  study. 

Classifying  a  study  river  as  wild,  scenic,  or  recreational  does 
not  segregate  nor  withdraw  the  subject  lands,  but  rather 
recommends  a  level  of  interim  management  for  Federal 
lands  in  the  study  area  until  a  decision  of  designation  is 
made  by  Congress.  If  Congress  designates  a  river  or  river 
segment,  it  will  be  managed  according  to  how  it  is  classified. 
Congress  may  classify  a  river  segment  at  or  below  the 
highest  level  for  which  it  qualifies.  Specific  management 
strategies  may  vary  according  to  classification,  but  would  be 
designed  to  protect  and  enhance  the  outstandingly  remark- 
able values  of  the  river  area.  These  specific  management 
strategies  are  formulated  during  development  of  the 
management  plan,  required  within  3  full  fiscal  years  of 
designation. 

The  three  classification  categories  for  eligible  rivers  are 
defined  as: 


such  as  a  river  running  parallel  to  roads  or  railroads  with 
adjacent  lands  that  have  agricultural,  forestry,  commercial, 
or  other  developments,  provided  that  the  waterway  remains 
generally  natural  and  riverine  in  appearance. 

Water  quality,  water  resources  development,  shoreline 
development,  and  accessibility  are  the  criteria  that  are  con- 
sidered when  determining  classification.  Each  criterion  is 
important,  but  their  collective  intent  is  more  important. 
Although  each  classification  permits  existing  development, 
the  criteria  do  not  imply  that  additional  inconsistent 
development  is  permitted  in  the  future.  Developments  com- 
patible with  designation  would  be  allowed,  provided  they 
are  constructed  in  an  environmentally  sound  manner. 

Wild  River  Category 

Segments  A  and  B  do  not  meet  all  of  the  criteria  for  a 
potential  wild  classification,  particularly  in  terms  of  acces- 
sibility. Five  county  roads,  one  highway,  and  several  nonsur- 
faced  roads  provide  access  to  and  along  the  river  corridor 
in  these  two  segments. 

Segment  C  does  meet  all  of  the  criteria  for  potential  wild 
classification.  Water  quality  meets  state  standards  to  be 
classified  as  Recreation  Class  I  (swimmable)  and  Aquatic 
Life  Class  I  (fishable).  It  is  free  of  any  impoundments,  and 
the  shoreline  is  essentially  primitive.  A  very  small  and 
limited  amount  of  livestock  grazing  occurs  here.  The  only 
visible  detractions  from  a  totally  primitive  condition  are  the 
infrequent,  inconspicuous  cow  paths  and  light  to  moderate 
grazing  use  of  the  riparian  vegetation.  This  segment  is 
generally  only  accessible  by  foot  or  boat;  however,  a  nonsur- 
faced  road  parallels  the  upper  reach  of  the  gorge  for  1-1/2 
miles.  The  road  is  within  the  one-quarter-mile  corridor  on 
the  eastern  side  of  the  river,  but  is  not  visible  from  within 
the  gorge. 


Wild  river  areas:  Those  rivers  or  sections  of  rivers  that  are 
free  of  impoundments  and  generally  inaccessible  except  by 
trail,  with  watersheds  or  shorelines  essentially  primitive  and 
waters  unpolluted.  These  represent  vestiges  of  primitive 
America. 

Scenic  river  areas:  Those  rivers  or  sections  of  rivers  that  are 
free  of  impoundments,  with  shorelines  or  watersheds  still 
largely  primitive,  and  shorelines  largely  undeveloped,  but 
accessible  in  places  by  roads. 

Recreational  river  areas:  Those  rivers  or  sections  of  rivers 
that  are  readily  accessible  by  road  or  railroad,  that  may  have 
some  development  along  their  shorelines,  and  that  may  have 
undergone  some  impoundment  or  diversion  in  the  past. 

A  wild  river  would  be  a  very  undeveloped  river  with  limited 
access.  A  scenic  classification  would  be  applied  to  a  river  or 
river  segment  that  is  more  developed  than  a  wild  river  and 
less  developed  than  a  recreational  river.  A  recreational 
classification  would  be  appropriate  in  developed  areas, 


Scenic  River  Category 

Both  Segments  A  and  B  meet  all  of  the  criteria  for  potential 
scenic  classification.  The  water  quality  is  fishable  and  swim- 
mable. The  segments  are  free  of  impoundments,  and  the 
shoreline  is  largely  primitive  and  undeveloped.  The  only 
presence  of  manmade  developments  within  the  corridor  are 
frequent  fences  (six  of  which  are  stretched  across  the  river 
in  Segment  B),  an  abutment  from  a  previous  dam,  and  12  to 
15  small  Alamosa  Wildlife  Refuge  signs.  There  is  also 
evidence  of  light  to  moderate  livestock  use.  Livestock  use  of 
riparian  vegetation,  however,  is  considerably  more  evident 
in  Segment  B. 

Three  or  four  sets  of  farm  buildings  are  visible  along  these 
two  segments  of  river  as  is  the  small  community  of  Lasauses. 
All  of  these  rather  dispersed  structures  appear  to  be  outside 
the  one-quarter-mile  study  corridor.  Access  to  the  river  is 
common  in  the  area,  but  the  roads  are  seldom  seen  from  the 
river.  The  only  exceptions  are  the  four  bridges  at  the  main 
road  crossings.  Basically  these  two  segments  appear  largely 
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primitive  and  undeveloped,  with  very  little  evidence  of 
human  activity. 

Recreation  River  Category 

All  three  river  study  segments  exceed  the  criteria  for  poten- 
tial recreational  classification. 


Classification  Summary 

The  consensus  of  the  study  group  is  as  follows: 

Segment  A  (approximately  19  miles  in  length)  meets  all 
the  criteria  for  potential  scenic  classification; 

Segment  B  (approximately  14  miles  in  length)  meets  all 
the  criteria  for  potential  scenic  classification;  and 

Segment  C  (approximately  8  miles  in  length)  meets  all 
criteria  for  potential  wild  classification. 
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5.  DETERMINATION  OF 
SUITABILITY 

General 

This  chapter  of  the  study  report  contains  a  discussion  of  the 
eight  suitability  factors  in  relationship  to  the  41-mile  study 
stretch,  and  to  some  degree,  discusses  the  three  segments 
of  the  river.  These  factors  must  be  analyzed  within  this  study 
report  to  completely  meet  the  BLM  Guidelines  for  Fulfilling 
Requirements  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act. 

Suitability  Factors 

The  determination  of  suitability  provides  the  basis  to 
recommend  designation  or  nondesignation  of  the  river.  If  a 
river  segment  flowing  through  public  lands  would  be  a  viable 
addition  to  the  national  system  without  the  remainder  of  the 
river,  the  segment  should  be  carried  through  the  RMP 
process.  See  Attachment  5  for  more  details  from  the 
guidelines  on  suitability.  At  the  point  in  time  that  a  river 
stretch  is  determined  to  be  eligible,  a  public  land  order  is  to 
be  initiated  providing  interim  protection  for  a  specified 
period  of  years  (see  Attachment  7).  As  stated  previously, 
the  Rio  Grande  River  below  the  Colorado  State  line  already 
is  designated  a  wild  and  scenic  river.  An  extension  of  this 
designation  to  the  New  Ditch  Dam  within  the  Alamosa 
Refuge  would  improve  management  continuity  as  both  seg- 
ments have  significant  scenic,  recreational,  and  ecological 
qualities. 

A  synopsis  of  the  eight  suitability  factors  and  the  study 
group's  evaluation  and  analysis  of  suitability  for  potential 
designation  as  a  wild  and  scenic  river  follow: 

1.  Characteristics  that  do  or  do  not  make  the  area  a  worthy 
addition  to  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System. 

Each  of  the  three  segments  appeared  to  be  suitable  based 
on  the  group  discussion  under  the  eligibility  criteria. 
Water  quality  might  have  been  a  potential  detraction; 
however,  it  does  presently  meet  the  state  water  quality 
standards  for  classification  as  Recreation  Class  I  and 
Aquatic  Life  Class  I. 

2.  Current  status  of  landownership,  use  in  the  area,  including 
the  amount  of  private  land  involved  and  associated  or  con- 
flicting uses. 

Segment  A  has  8  miles  in  the  Alamosa  Wildlife  Refuge 
(U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service)  and  about  11  miles  of 
mixed  private  and  BLM  ownership.  Seven  small  scat- 
tered parcels  are  administered  by  BLM  in  this  11-mile 
stretch  of  river.  Combining  the  USFWS  land  ownership 
and  the  relatively  small  amount  of  BLM-administered 
land  in  this  segment,  about  33  percent  is  in  public  owner- 


ship. All  of  the  five  access  points  now  available  to  the 
public  are  in  public  ownership.  The  group  concluded  that 
this  segment  was  probably  manageable  under  the  Act, 
provided  the  conclusion  is  based  on  the  understanding 
that  the  USFWS  will  support  the  recommendation. 

Since  a  large  portion  of  land  in  Segment  B  and  C  is 
administered  by  BLM  (about  41  percent),  the  study 
group  concluded  that  these  segments  are  suitable.  One 
conflicting  use  could  potentially  be  infringement  on 
water  rights  in  all  segments  if  designation  came  from  the 
U.S.  Congress  with  a  reserved  water  right.  This  is  ad- 
dressed more  fully  within  the  "constraints  section"  of  this 
report.  The  group  concluded  that  the  discussions  with  the 
regional  solicitor  presented  in  the  Constraints  section 
showed  there  was  no  reasonable  nor  foreseeable  impact; 
therefore,  this  factor  would  not  be  appropriate  rationale 
for  unsuitability. 

As  opportunities  surface,  fee  title  acquisition  may  be 
used.  BLM  proposes  to  acquire  approximately  6,000 
acres  within  the  river  corridor  through  scenic  easements, 
fee  purchase,  and  exchanges.  This  proposal  is  planned 
whether  or  not  the  river  is  designated  as  wild  and  scenic. 
There  is  a  need  to  work  with  willing  landowners  to  obtain 
scenic  easements  within  this  river  corridor  to  protect  the 
values  that  make  the  river  eligible.  The  Act  does  not  allow 
condemnation  of  additional  lands  if  50  percent  or  more 
of  the  corridor  is  currently  in  public  ownership. 

3.  Reasonably  foreseeable  potential  uses  of  the  land  and 
related  waters,  which  would  be  enhanced,  foreclosed,  or 
curtailed  if  the  area  were  included  in  the  National  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  System,  and  the  values  which  could  be 
foreclosed  or  diminished  if  the  area  is  not_protected  as  part 
of  the  system. 

There  are  no  reasonable  uses  that  would  be  foreclosed. 
There  are  various  items  that  potentially  could  limit  or 
restrain  management  of  the  Rio  Grande  River  as  an 
element  of  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System. 
These  items  include  existing  waterpower  withdrawal, 
potential  mineral  development,  mixed  land  ownership, 
and  water  rights. 

Various  values  could  be  potentially  diminished  or 
foreclosed  if  designation  does  not  occur.  If  the  water- 
power/storage  withdrawals  were  not  terminated,  then 
special  river  values  within  this  corridor  could  be 
diminished.  If  mineral  development  were  not  controlled, 
potential  impact  to  the  outstandingly  remarkable  values 
would  occur.  If  the  designation  did  not  take  place,  it  is 
reasonable  that  the  present  livestock  trespass/riparian 
degradation  management  problems  would  continue. 
There  is  more  discussion  on  some  of  these  items  in  the 
Constraints  section  of  this  report. 

4.  Public,  State,  local,  or  Federal  interest  in  designation  of 
the  river,  including  the  extent  to  which  the  administration 
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of  the  river,  including  the  costs  thereof,  may  be  shared  by 
State,  local,  or  other  agencies  and  individuals. 

Local  communities  appear  to  not  be  interested.  (Three 
of  27  communities  and  1  of  5  counties  commented  against 
the  W&SR  proposal.  No  special  recreation,  domestic 
water,  road,  school  or  sewer  districts  responded.  Four  of 
seven  major  irrigation  water  user  groups  responded 
against  the  W&SR  proposal.) 

State  agencies  appear  to  not  be  interested.  (The  Depart- 
ment of  Parks  and  Outdoor  Recreation  (DPOR)  was 
supportive  verbally,  but  did  not  respond  in  writing  nor 
offer  assistance  in  administration  of  this  corridor. 
Colorado  Natural  Areas  Program  and  Colorado  Division 
of  Wildlife  responded  positively,  but  stopped  short  of 
endorsing  the  W&SR  proposal  or  offering  assistance  in 
the  administration  of  the  corridor.  The  State  Water  En- 
gineer and  Water  Conservation  Board  were  very  much 
against  this  W&SR  proposal  and  very  much  in  support  of 
the  valley  water  users.  One  state  legislator  opposed  the 
W&SR  proposal.) 

Federal  agencies  appear  to  not  be  interested.  (The 
regional  office  of  the  National  Park  Service  endorsed  our 
W&SR  recommendation.  One  of  three  USFWS  letters 
mentioned  it  would  be  good;  however,  one  letter  ad- 
dressed the  ACECs  and  did  not  address  wild  and  scenic 
designation  and  the  other  opposed  designation.  Ration- 
ale for  opposition  was  concern  regarding  lack  of  water 
and  increased  public  use  disturbance  of  wildlife  within 
the  river  corridor  through  the  refuge.) 

More  recent  discussions  with  the  USFWS  at  the  Alamosa 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  have  raised  some  additional 
issues  and  concerns  (see  Attachment  6  of  this  study 
report).  The  manager  for  the  USFWS  Alamosa  Wildlife 
Refuge  has  expressed  two  concerns  about  recommend- 
ing the  portion  of  Segment  A  (approximately  7.7  of  the 
19  miles)  within  the  refuge  as  suitable: 

a.  He  believes  the  potential  exists  to  almost  dry  up  the 
river  during  seasonal  water  diversions  onto  the  refuge, 
which  could  detract  from  the  capability  to  manage  the 
river  environment  as  an  element  of  the  national  system. 
According  to  the  manager,  no  return  flows  occur  or  exist 
until  at  least  5  miles  downstream. 

b.  The  existing  public  use  along  the  3-mile  network  of 
trails  and  interpretative  areas  adjacent  to  the  river 
(where  presently  walking,  hiking,  bicycling,  and  other 
public  day  use  occurs,  mainly  for  wildlife  observing) 
within  the  refuge  would  be  somehow  modified  by  the 
BLM  suitability  recommendation. 

The  refuge  manager  also  stated  that  the  USFWS  agrees 
that  the  river  is  highly  deserving  for  national  wild  and 
scenic  river  designation  from  the  refuge  area  boundary 
downriver. 


The  study  group  does  not  believe  the  above  concerns  are 
significant  enough  to  change  the  suitability  determina- 


tion of  the  river  for  potential  wild  and  scenic  designation. 
There  are  numerous  other  return  flow  ditches  and 
streams  within  the  refuge  providing  return  flows  during 
seasonal  water  diversion;  e.g.,  the  Closed  Basin  Augmen- 
tation Flow  Ditch  (one-third  mile  below  the  New  Ditch 
Dam),  the  Alamosa  Lateral  Ditch,  Rock  Creek,  etc.  (see 
Land  Uses/Resource  Description  Section  of  this  report 
for  more  information  on  these  return  flows  within  the 
refuge).  In  addition,  during  the  float  trip  through  the 
refuge  in  June  1990,  the  study  group  observed  substantial 
quantities  of  water  seeping  back  into  the  river  in  many 
locations.  The  recommendation  and  even  congressional 
designation  of  this  stretch  of  river  as  part  of  the  national 
system  should  not  change  the  existing  public  use  on  the 
refuge.  The  USFWS  would  have  total  control  over  use 
regardless  of  the  status  of  the  river. 

The  conclusion  of  the  study  group  regarding  the 
suitability  of  Segment  A,  including  that  portion  within  the 
refuge,  is  that  it  is  suitable  for  recommendation  and 
potential  inclusion  and  management  within  the  national 
river  system.  The  study  group  believes  the  concerns 
voiced  by  the  USFWS  (incompatibility  with  agency  goals 
at  the  refuge  and  potential  impacts  from  water  diversions 
within  the  refuge)  do  not  provide  sufficient  rationale 
(based  on  the  suitability  criteria  in  the  W&SR  Act)  for 
this  study  group  to  determine  that  the  river  segment 
flowing  through  the  refuge  is  not  suitable. 

5.  Estimated  cost  of  acquiring  necessary  lands  and  interests 
in  lands  and  of  administering  the  area  if  it  is  added  to  the 
system. 

The  group  discussed  the  potential  of  acquiring  some 
protective  interest  in  some  lands  adjacent  to  the  river 
corridor.  There  is  not  a  specific  amount  of  land  acquisi- 
tion planned  as  part  of  the  W&SR  proposal.  We  do  plan 
to  acquire  some  easements  where  we  need  to  develop 
some  additional  public  access  and  also  where  we  need  to 
protect  natural  resource  values.  For  the  most  part  the 
access  enhancement  would  occur  regardless  of  the 
W&SR  designation. 

There  may  be  about  6,000  acres  of  scenic  easements 
proposed  for  purchase  through  Federal  Land  and  Water 
Conservation  Fund  (about  75  percent  of  real  land  value 
at  $40  per  acre;  i.e.,  about  $180,000  expenditure  over  the 
20-year  plan;  or  about  $9,000  per  year  to  obtain  this 
needed  scenic  easement  protection). 

There  will  be  some  administrative  costs  to  BLM  as  a 
result  of  a  potential  W&SR  designation.  Assuming  per- 
sonnel, site  development,  maintenance,  and  the  above- 
mentioned  costs  of  purchasing  scenic  easements,  the 
overall  costs  for  administration  could  possibly  be  about 
$103,000  per  year.  A  major  portion,  possibly  70  percent, 
of  this  expense  would  be  needed,  with  or  without  W&SR 
designation;  therefore,  this  did  not  constitute  sufficient 
rationale  for  making  any  of  the  segments  unsuitable. 
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6.  Ability  of  the  agency  to  manage  the  river  area  or  segment 
as  a  W&S  river. 

A  cooperative  management  plan  would  be  needed 
among  private  landowners,  the  USFWS,  and  the  BLM  to 
appropriately  manage  Segment  A.  Segment  A  could  be 
realistically  cooperatively  managed  and  is  suitable.  Seg- 
ments B  and  C  could  be  managed,  and  are  suitable.  BLM 
is  the  most  appropriate  public  land  agency  to  manage 
Segments  B  and  C  of  this  river.  Between  the  BLM  and 
the  USFWS  the  public  would  have  a  large  share  of  land 
ownership  (about  36  percent)  along  the  entire  river  cor- 
ridor and  would  control  approximately  50  percent  of  the 
very  immediate  river  shoreline. 

7.  Historical  or  existing  rights  which  would  be  adversely 
affected  as  to  foreclose,  extinguish,  curtail,  infringe,  or  con- 
stitute a  taking  that  would  entitle  the  owner  to  just  compen- 
sation if  the  area  were  included  in  the  National  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  System.  In  the  suitability  analysis,  adequate 
consideration  will  be  given  to  rights  held  by  owners,  ap- 
plicants, lessees,  or  claimants. 

The  potential  infringement  on  users'  water  rights  upriver 
to  curtail  their  capability  to  sell  their  water  rights  out  of 
the  basin  or  modify  their  system  of  operation  is  not  a 
reasonable  nor  foreseeable  action  according  to  discus- 
sions with  the  Federal  regional  solicitor.  Furthermore,  it 
does  not  constitute  a  "taking"  of  the  water  rights.  There 
is  a  more  detailed  discussion  of  this  within  the  Con- 
straints section  of  this  report.  Infringement  of  other 
potential  land  uses  in  the  corridor;  i.e.,  grazing  privileges, 
mining  claims,  and  rights-of-way,  may  occur  to  some 
degree.  Wild  and  scenic  characteristics  now  present  in 
the  river  corridor  would  be  protected  from  alteration 
resulting  from  future  land  uses  and  development. 

8.  Other  issues  and  concerns  identified  in  the  land-use 
planning  process. 

There  is  a  concern  that  if  BLM  proceeds  with  this  W&SR 
recommendation,  state  water  court  filings  relating  to 
other  BLM  water  interest  might  be  negatively  affected. 
There  is  also  a  concern  of  the  USFWS  that  if  BLM 
proceeds  with  this  W&SR  recommendation  some  of  the 
water  rights  owned  by  the  USFWS  in  the  Alamosa  NWR 
would  be  in  potential  danger  of  being  ruled  by  the  state 
as  not  correctly  filed. 

Suitability  Determination  Summary 

During  this  study  it  has  been  determined  that  the  river 
segments  between  the  New  Ditch  Dam  and  the 


Colorado/New  Mexico  line  are  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the 
National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System.  Compatibility  of 
the  existing  situation  with  Federal  designation,  analysis  of 
alternative  management  strategies,  and  reasonably  foresee- 
able, potential  effects  of  designation  on  the  management 
and  protection  of  the  land  and  resources  in  the  Rio  Grande 
Corridor  were  used  to  determine  suitability  of  the  river  for 
inclusion  in  the  national  system,  under  guidance  provided 
by  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act. 

Land  ownership  and  management  would  generally  be  unaf- 
fected by  designation.  Existing  land  uses  and  activities  on 
public  and  private  lands  would  remain  at  existing  levels  after 
designation.  New  land  uses,  activities,  and  developments 
could  be  affected  by  designation  if  they  would  cause  adverse 
effects  to  either  the  river  or  its  outstandingly  remarkable 
values.  New  hydroelectric  facilities  would  be  restricted,  and 
long-term  protection  of  the  outstandingly  remarkable 
values  of  the  Rio  Grande  River  would  be  ensured  by  in- 
clusion in  the  NW&SR  System  through  provisions  in  the 
Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act. 

If  the  river  were  designated,  visitor  use  could  increase, 
causing  conflicts  with  some  resource  values.  These  potential 
conflicts  would  be  addressed  and  mitigated  through  a  coor- 
dinated resource  management  activity  plan  (CRMAP). 
Valid  existing  water  rights  would  be  unaffected  by  designa- 
tion, as  specified  in  the  Act.  Future  water  rights  would  still 
be  governed  by  existing  laws,  including  state  law,  the  Rio 
Grande  Compact,  and  the  Closed  Basin  Project.  Water 
quality  would  be  maintained  or  improved. 

The  significant  amount  of  Federal  ownership  in  the  cor- 
ridor, and  the  presence  of  several  outstandingly  remarkable 
values  that  equal  or  surpass  similar  resource  values  in  other 
designated  rivers  (scenic,  recreation,  wildlife,  and  cultural 
values)  enhance  the  suitability  of  the  Rio  Grande  River  as 
an  addition  to  the  NW&SR  System.  The  outstandingly 
remarkable  values  would  be  afforded  the  greatest  degree  of 
protection  as  provided  under  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act. 

The  reasonably  foreseeable  potential  effects  on  the 
management  and  protection  of  the  land  and  resource  values 
would  be  minimal  and  of  minor  intensity.  The  greatest 
positive  effect  would  be  the  long-term  protection  of  out- 
standingly remarkable  resources  present  within  the  river 
corridor.  The  greatest  negative  effect  would  be  the  restric- 
tions on  new  land  uses  and  developments  and  activities, 
especially  those  that  would  negatively  impact  the  outstand- 
ingly remarkable  resource  values  in  this  corridor. 

It  is  concluded,  therefore,  that,  in  its  existing  condition,  the 
Rio  Grande  River  is  suitable  for  designation  and  would 
make  a  worthy  addition  to  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  System. 


A-18 


Appendix  A 


6.  ALTERNATIVE  ACTIONS 
FOR  THE  RIVER  CORRIDOR 

General 

The  revised  segment  lengths  (Segment  A,  approximately  19 
miles;  Segment  B,  approximately  14  miles,  and  Segment  C, 
approximately  8  miles)  will  be  used  in  the  description  of  the 
alternative  actions  evaluated  in  this  study  report.  Except  for 
the  revised  segment  lengths,  the  four  alternatives  remain  the 
same  as  those  in  the  original  study  report  and  analyzed  in 
the  San  Luis  Draft  RMP/EIS.  The  study  group  believes 
these  four  alternative  actions  are  still  appropriate  and  have 
been  fully  assessed  in  the  DRMP/DEIS.  The  actions,  how- 
ever, described  within  these  original  alternatives,  especially 
the  Preferred  Alternative,  have  been  reassessed  and  placed 
into  a  new  proposal  described  in  this  report.  Most  of  this 
reassessment  has  occurred  as  a  result  of  public  input  and 
newly  developed  or  additional  information  concerning  the 
wild  and  scenic  river  proposal. 

Original  River  Corridor  Alternatives 

Please  refer  to  Chapters  3  and  4  of  the  DRMP/DEIS  for  the 
complete  analysis  of  the  four  alternatives  relating  to  the  wild 
and  scenic  river.  The  following  is  a  summary  of  these 
original  draft  alternatives: 

Existing  Management  Alternative:  At  the  present  time,  a 
minimal  level  of  management  of  the  river  segment  from 
Lobatos  Bridge  to  the  Colorado/New  Mexico  State  is  ad- 
ministered by  the  Taos  Resource  Area.  Management  con- 
sists of  maintaining  a  sign-in  board  at  the  launch  site 
(Lobatos  Bridge),  counting  cars,  and  spot  checking  visitor 
use.  An  informal  management  agreement  between  the  Taos 
and  San  Luis  Resource  Areas  has  been  in  place  for  several 
years.  A  proposal  to  include  Segment  C  in  a  National  Con- 
servation Area  (NCA)  has  been  drafted  by  the  Taos 
Resource  Area. 

Present  use  of  public  lands  along  the  river  for  floatboating, 
grazing,  hunting,  fishing,  and  other  recreational  use  would 
continue.  There  is  a  recognized  need  to  acquire  some  ease- 
ments or  land  on  the  eastern  side  of  the  river  even  beyond 
the  high  waterline  to  protect  and  improve  riparian  values 
and  grazing  management  opportunities.  The  San  Luis 
Resource  Area  would  continue  efforts  to  acquire  lands 
along  Segment  B  (two  active  exchanges).  This  acquisition, 
which  includes  approximately  75  acres  of  river  frontage 
north  of  the  Lobatos  Bridge,  is  desirable  to  improve  and 
expand  river  access  above  the  high  waterline. 

Under  this  alternative,  Segments  B  and  C  of  the  Rio  Grande 
River  Corridor  area  would  continue  to  be  managed  for 
recreation  as  a  special  recreation  management  area 
(SRMA).  There  would  be  no  major  new  developments  for 


recreation,  and  existing  facilities  and  sites  would  be  main- 
tained. 

Natural  Resource  Enhancement  Alternative:  Segment  C  (8 
miles)  beginning  at  the  mouth  of  the  lower  Rio  Grande  Box 
and  ending  at  the  Colorado/New  Mexico  State  line  would 
be  recommended  for  classification  as  wild  to  be  consistent 
with  the  river  designation  in  New  Mexico.  Termination  of 
all  water  powersite  and  water  storage  withdrawals  on  Seg- 
ment C  would  be  recommended.  Proposed  management  for 
a  portion  of  Segment  A  and  all  of  Segment  B  would  be  as  a 
special  recreation  management  area  (SRMA)  with  em- 
phasis on  protecting  wildlife  values. 

This  portion  extends  from  the  northern  edge  of  the 
proposed  wild  and  scenic  river  (W&SR)  segment 
northward  along  both  sides  of  the  river  for  22  miles  to  the 
County  Bridge.  Acquisition  of  scenic  or  protective  ease- 
ments to  protect  wildlife,  riparian,  vegetation,  and  recrea- 
tion values  would  be  a  management  objective  on  this 
segment  of  the  river. 

Production  Resource  Enhancement  Alternative:  In  this  alter- 
native, the  Rio  Grande  River  would  be  managed  as  an 
SRMA  from  the  state  line  north  for  22  miles  to  the  northern 
extent  of  public  land  (Segments  C  and  B)  near  the  Lasauses 
Cemetery.  No  wild  and  scenic  river  recommendation  for 
inclusion  of  Segments  A,  B,  and  C  would  occur  in  this 
alternative.  Management  emphasis  would  be  on  intensive 
use  for  recreational  activities  such  as  floatboating,  canoeing, 
fishing,  hunting,  and  sightseeing.  Emphasis  would  be  on 
increasing  the  benefits  of  the  additional  tourism  that  might 
occur  in  the  area. 

Preferred  Alternative:  Segment  C  (8  miles)  of  the  Rio 
Grande  River  would  be  recommended  to  Congress  for 
designation  as  an  addition  to  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic 
River  System.  Six  miles  would  be  recommended  for  wild 
designation  and  2  miles  for  recreation  designation.  The 
SRMA  recommendation  is  the  same  as  in  the  the  Natural 
Resource  Enhancement  Alternative. 

River  Corridor  Proposed  Plan  Recom- 
mendations 

This  new  proposal  is  the  result  of  the  reassessment  of  the 
information  on  wild  and  scenic  rivers  in  relation  to  the  Rio 
Grande  River  Corridor.  This  proposal  would  potentially 
have  elements  or  portions  of  elements  that  made  up  the 
original  alternatives  analyzed  within  the  DRMP/DEIS. 

Segment  A  (beginning  at  the  New  Ditch  Dam)  and  continu- 
ing through  Segment  B  (ending  1.6  miles  south  of  Lobatos 
Bridge  at  the  mouth  of  the  gorge)  would  be  recommended 
for  potential  scenic  classification  as  part  of  the  National 
Wild  and  Scenic  River  System.  All  of  Segment  C  from  the 
New  Mexico  State  line  north  to  the  mouth  of  the  Rio  Grande 
River  gorge  (approximately  8  miles)  would  be  recom- 
mended for  potential  wild  classification  as  part  of  the 
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National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System.  Termination  of 
all  water  powersite  and  water  storage  would  be  recom- 
mended as  well  as  initiation  of  protective  interim  manage- 
ment for  those  remarkable  values  present  within  the  river 
corridor  (see  Attachment  7). 

A  portion  of  Segment  A  (from  the  County  Bridge  to 
Lasauses  Cemetery)  and  all  of  Segment  B  should  be 
managed  more  extensively  for  recreation  than  Segment  C 
and  would  need  to  be  managed  as  a  special  recreation 
management  area  (SRMA).  All  of  Segments  B  and  C 
should  be  designated  as  an  area  of  critical  environmental 
concern  (ACEC). 

Summary  of  Recommended  Actions 

The  present  cooperative  management  on  the  Rio  Grande 
River  with  the  Taos  Resource  Area  is  no  longer  adequate 


to  monitor  the  growing  use  and  provide  the  visitor  services 
necessary  for  resolving  conflicts  between  recreation  and 
wildlife  use.  A  portion  of  Segment  A  (from  the  County 
Bridge  to  Lasauses  Cemetery)  and  all  of  Segment  B  would 
be  managed  as  an  SRMA  with  emphasis  on  providing 
recreation  opportunities  and  protecting  wildlife  values. 
Use  of  the  public  lands  along  the  river  for  grazing,  hunting, 
fishing,  and  other  recreational  use  would  continue  along  the 
entire  41-mile  river  segment.  Protection  of  the  free-flowing 
nature  of  the  river  and  the  outstandingly  remarkable  values 
within  the  corridor  is  necessary.  All  41  miles  of  the  river 
study  corridor  have  been  determined  eligible  and  suitable 
as  an  addition  to  the  NWSRS.  Segments  A  and  B  are 
potentially  classified  as  scenic  and  Segment  C  is  potentially 
classified  as  wild.  The  study  team  recommends  the  above 
preliminary  administrative  actions  and  asks  that  they  be 
carried  into  the  proposed  RMP/final  EIS  for  full  analysis 
within  the  proposed  plan. 


fttfv'%. 
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7.  INTERIM  MANAGEMENT 


It  is  necessary  to  begin  interim  protective  land  management 
on  the  segments  determined  to  be  eligible  for  potential 
additions  to  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System. 
This  is  based  on  direction  from  the  BLM  Guidelines  for 
Fulfilling  Requirements  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act, 
Section  IX  Interim  River  Management  and  Protection. 

Segment  A  (19  miles),  Segment  B  (14  miles),  and  Segment 
C  (8  miles)  have  been  determined  to  meet  the  eligibility 
requirements  for  wild  and  scenic  river  designation;  there- 
fore, the  entire  41-mile  stretch  of  river  will  be  under  interim 
management  to  protect  these  values  until  congressional 
action  occurs.  See  Attachment  7,  Federal  Register  Notice. 

Under  the  joint  U.S.  Department  of  Interior  (USDI)  and 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  (USD  A)  guidelines,  values 
determining  eligibility  and  classification  are  protected  from 
management  activities  or  authorized  uses  (subject  to  valid 
existing  rights)  that  could  result  in  adverse  impacts.  These 
values  will  be  protected  on  about  22  percent  of  the  13,230 
total  acres.  The  ACEC  protects  2,640  acres.  The  SRMA 
totals  4,595  acres  and  2,760  of  this  is  within  the  wild  and 
scenic  river  corridor  and  will  be  protected  under  interim 
management.. 

Some  specific  objectives  for  nonimpairment  interim 
management  follow: 

1.  The  free-flowing  characteristics  of  the  river  cannot  be 
modified  by  additional  impoundments,  diversions,  chan- 
nelization, and/or  riprapping  to  the  extent  the  BLM  is 
authorized  under  law. 

2.  Outstandingly  remarkable  values  must  be  protected 
and,  to  the  extent  practicable,  enhanced. 

3.  Management  actions  cannot  modify  the  river  corridor 
to  the  extent  that  classification  would  be  changed  from 
wild  to  scenic  (lower  8.0  miles)  or  from  scenic  to  recrea- 
tional (upper  33.0  miles). 

Exceptions  to  these  specific  objectives  within  this  navigable 
riverway  are:  rock  riprapping  in  the  wildlife  refuge  by  the 
USFWS  along  the  riverbank;  maintenance  of  three  state  and 
county  bridge  abutments;  and  U.S.  Corp  of  Engineer  river 
rehabilitation  of  a  trespass  rock  watergap. 


Existing  and  projected  uses  along  the  river  corridor  will  be 
evaluated  in  the  proposed  RMP,  and  actions  will  be  taken 
to  ensure  these  uses  do  not  adversely  impact  the  wild  and 
scenic  river  values.  Current  uses  along  the  corridor  are 
primarily  associated  with  recreation,  wildlife,  and  livestock 
grazing.  Although  recreation  itself  is  considered  to  be  an 
outstandingly  remarkable  value  along  the  river,  recreation 
use  is  growing  steadily  in  Segment  C  and  has  the  potential 
to  significantly  disturb  nesting  waterfowl/raptors.  This  in- 
crease could  result  in  diminished  wildlife  reproduction 
along  the  river  corridor.  To  minimize  additional  impacts  to 
wildlife,  commercial  recreation  permits  within  that  portion 
of  the  corridor  would  be  restricted  to  current  levels  until  an 
adequate  assessment  of  wildlife  impacts  is  completed.  A 
coordinated  resource  management  activity  plan  (CRMAP) 
will  be  developed  and  implemented  after  completion  of  the 
proposed  RMP/final  EIS,  which  will  include  provisions  for 
protection/enhancement  of  the  river  values.  This  will  also 
ensure  that  eligibility/classification  is  not  impaired,  and  any 
recreation  facilities  proposed  for  development  (boater  put- 
ins,  takeouts,  fishing  access,  etc.)  would  not  impact  the 
classification  of  the  river. 

Existing  impacts  are  occurring  from  livestock  grazing,  main- 
ly to  the  riparian  zone,  and  actions  will  be  taken  to  ensure 
these  current  uses  do  not  adversely  impact  the  wild  and 
scenic  river  values.  Potential  actions  that  may  be  taken  are 
better  allotment  and  watergap  fencing,  better  monitoring, 
and  enforcement  of  grazing  privileges.  These  potential  ac- 
tions should  reduce  livestock  grazing  trespass  to  better 
protect  the  wild  and  scenic  river  values. 

A  Federal  Register  Notice  was  issued  November  16, 1990, 
and  appropriate  public  announcements  were  issued  to  es- 
tablish protective  interim  management  of  this  segment  for 
a  period  of  5  years  to  encourage  congressional  action  on  the 
recommendation  (see  Attachment  7).  If  Congress  does  not 
act  within  the  5-year  period,  the  interim  management  would 
expire,  and  protective  provisions  would  be  re-evaluated 
prior  to  re-initiation  of  the  protective  management. 

Actions  will  continue  for  land  acquisition  (approximately 
6,000  acres)  along  the  river  corridor  to  enhance  riparian, 
recreation,  and  wildlife  values  (with  or  without  wild  and 
scenic  designation)  through  scenic  easement  or  fee  simple 
acquisition. 

Current  efforts  of  aerial  and  ground  surveillance  to  monitor 
impacts  to  eligibility/classification  will  be  upgraded  based 
on  funding  levels. 
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8.  STUDY  GROUP  MEM- 
BERS AND  CONSULTATION 

Study  Group  Members 

The  following  people  assisted  in  this  wild  and  scenic  river 
study: 

John  Wilson  -  District  Office  Recreation  Program 
Leader/DO  Forester 

Group  Leader;  co-author  of  the  original  draft  river 
report;  assisted  in  rewrite  of  the  revised  river  analysis  and 
report. 

Bill  Miller  -  Resource  Area  Recreation  Program 
Leader/Lands  Specialist 

Lands  ownership,  mapping  and  tour  coordinator,  and 
co-author  of  the  original  draft  river  report;  assisted  in 
rewrite  of  the  revised  river  analysis  and  report. 

Dave  Taliaferro  -  RMP  Project  Manager 

Study  group  organizer,  RMP  liaison,  DO  liaison,  recrea- 
tion work;  co-author  of  the  original  draft  report;  assisted 
in  the  rewrite  of  the  revised  river  analysis  and  report. 

Ken  Goodrow  -  Resource  Area  Surface  Reclamation 
Specialist 

Area  office  liaison;  other  resources  writeup  for  original 
draft  report;  assisted  in  the  rewrite  of  the  revised  river 
analysis  and  report. 

Clay  Bridges  -  District  Office  Wildlife  Program  Leader 

Assisted  with  rewrite  of  the  revised  river  analysis  and 
report. 

Howard  Wertsbaugh  -  District  Office  Watershed  Specialist 

Assisted  with  rewrite  of  the  revised  river  analysis  and 
report. 

Rick  Athearn  -  ACEC  Coordinator  and  State  Historian 

Assisted  with  rewrite  of  the  revised  river  analysis  and 
report. 


Eric  Finstick  -  State  Wild  and  Scenic  River  and  Wilderness 
Specialist 

W&SR  guidance  and  assistance,  quality  control  of 
revised  river  report,  CSO  liaison,  review  coordinator; 
assisted  in  the  revised  river  analysis  and  report. 

Bob  Wick  -  District  Office  Recreation  Program  Leader 

Assisted  with  rewrite  of  the  revised  river  analysis  and 
report. 

Margot  Zallen  -  Regional  Solicitor 

Assisted  with  water  rights  revision  of  the  revised  river 
analysis  and  report. 

Cheryl  Williss  -  USFWS  Water  Rights  Specialist 

Assisted  with  water  rights  revision  of  the  revised  river 
analysis  and  report. 

Bev  Neuben  -  RMP  Editor/Writer 

Assisted  with  writing  and  editing  the  original  study  report 
and  in  the  revised  river  analysis  and  report. 

NOTE:  The  Canon  City  District  Manager,  Assistant  District 
Manager  for  Resources,  and  the  San  Luis  Resource  Area 
Manager  were  involved  in  management  direction  and 
quality  control.  Many  other  BLM  Colorado  State  Office 
and  New  Mexico  State  Office,  BLM  Canon  City  District 
Office  and  Albuquerque  District  Office,  BLM  San  Luis 
Resource  Area  Office,  and  Taos  Resource  Area  Office  staff 
were  utilized  during  the  process  to  assist  in  gathering 
resource  information. 


Consultation 

A  total  of  178  letters  were  received  commenting  on  the  San 
Luis  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental  Im- 
pact Statement  (September  1989).  Public  hearings  were  held 
in  Alamosa  and  Denver  and  32  people  gave  oral  testimonies. 
About  100  letters  indicated  more  of  the  Rio  Grande  River 
should  be  recommended  for  wild  and  scenic  designation;  11 
letters  addressed  concerns  regarding  water  rights  and  ob- 
jected to  any  portion  of  the  river  being  recommended  for 
designation.  Eleven  people  giving  oral  testimony  requested 
more  of  the  Rio  Grande  River  be  recommended  for  desig- 
nation and  13  opposed  recommendation.  Several  others 
voiced  concerns  regarding  the  effects  designation  would  have 
on  individual  water  rights  and  wanted  more  clarification. 

Following  the  close  of  the  comment  period  on  the  draft 
RMP/final  EIS  (December  1989),  meetings  were  requested 
by  various  groups  including  water  users,  environmental 
groups,  and  BLM  solicitors.  At  the  request  of  the  congres- 
sional delegation,  their  aides  were  given  a  tour  of  the  river 
corridor  from  the  County  Bridge  down  to  the  state  line. 
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Attachment  1 


SUMMARY  OF  THE  REVIEW  OF  VARIOUS  STREAMS/RIVERS  WITH  BLM  OWNERSHIP 


Name  of  Stream/River 


Miles                           Meets  W&SR  Eligibility  Criteria 
of  BLM               #1  (Free-flowing                #2  (Outstanding 
Ownership Values) Remarkable  Values) 


Lower  Ford  Creek 

1.5 

yes 

Middle  Ford  Creek 

0.5 

yes 

Upper  Ford  Creek 

1.0 

yes 

Baxter  Creek 

1.5 

yes 

Lower  Tuttle  Creek 

1.0 

yes 

Upper  Tuttle  Creek 

1.0 

yes 

Lower  Sheep  Creek 

0.3 

yes 

Upper  Sheep  Creek 

1.7 

yes 

Cross  Creek 

0.5 

yes 

Kerber  Creek 

0.5 

yes 

Alder  Creek 

0.4 

yes 

Fisher  Creek  -7 

0.5 

yes 

Rito  Alto  Creek 

0.3 

yes 

Black  Canyon  Creek 

0.8 

yes 

Quarry  Creek 

0.3 

yes 

Upper  Raspberry  Creek 

0.5 

yes 

Lower  Raspberry  Creek 

0.5 

yes 

Eaglebrook  Gulch  Creek 

0.6 

yes 

Saguache  Creek 

0.3 

yes 

Spanish  Creek 

0.3 

yes 

Rock  Creek 

0.2 

yes 

Middle  San  Luis  Creek 

0.3 

yes 

Upper  San  Luis  Creek 

0.6 

yes 

Dorsey  Creek 

0.5 

yes 

Upper  Garner  Creek 

0.3 

yes 

Middle  Garner  Creek 

0.3 

yes 

Lower  Garner  Creek 

1.7 

yes 

Cotton  Creek 

0.8 

yes 

Rio  Grande  (Upper  Box)2/ 

7.0 

yes 

Rio  Grande  (Lower  Box)2/ 

5.0 

yes 

La  Jara  Creek 

2.5 

yes 

Alamosa  River 

2S1 

yes 

Total 


35.2 


no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

yes 

yes 

no 

no 


1/  This  is  a  portion  of  the  head  of  San  Luis  Creek. 

2/  These  two  areas  are  included  in  the  41-mile  stretch  of  the  Rio  Grande  River  Corridor  to  be  studied  and  carried 
forward  into  the  analysis  in  the  DRMP/DEIS  and  the  PRMP/FEIS. 
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Attachment  2 

SOME  APPROXIMATE  CALCULATIONS  ON  THE  41- 
MILE  RIO  GRANDE  WILD  AND  SCENIC  RIVER  STUDY 

AREA 

The  acreage  calculations  are  based  on  one-half  mile  width  and  1-mile  length  equaling  320  acres. 

Segment  A 

From  New  Ditch  Dam  in  the  Alamosa  NationalWildlife  Refuge  downriver  to  the  southern  edgeof  the  refuge  -  7.7  miles 
(2,470  acres  approximately) 

Private  ownership  (   620  acres/about  25%) 

USFWS  land  (1,850  acres/about  75%) 

From  the  southern  edge  of  the  refuge  downriver  to  the  County  Bridge  -  4.0  miles  (1,280  acres  approximately) 

Private  ownership  (1,160  acres/about  91%) 

BLM-administered  land  (    120  acres/about    9%) 

From  the  County  Bridge  downriver  to  the  Lasauses  Cemetery  -  7.3  miles  (2,440  acres  approximately) 

Private  ownership  (2,370  acres/about  98%) 

BLM-administered  lands  (    70  acres/about    2%) 

Segment  A  - 19.0  miles  total  (6,190  acres  approximately) 

Private  ownership  (4,150  acres/about  67%) 

USFWS  land  (1,850  acres/about  301%) 

BLM-administered  land  (  190  acres/about  3%) 

Segment  B 

From  Lasauses  Cemetery  downriver  to  the  State  Highway  Bridge  -  4.4  miles  (1,410  acres  approximately) 

Private  ownership  (  650  acres/about  46%) 

BLM-administered  lands  (  760  acres/about  54%) 

From  State  Highway  Bridge  downriver  to  Lobatos  Bridge  -  8.0  miles  (2,560  acres  approximately) 

Private  ownership  (2,130  acres/about  83%) 

BLM-administered  lands  (  430  acres/about  17%) 

From  Lobatos  Bridge  downriver  to  mouth  or  upper  end  of  the  gorge  - 1.6  miles  (  510  acres  approximately) 

Private  ownership  (  420  acres/about  82%) 

BLM-administered  land  (   90  acres/about  18%) 

Segment  B  - 14.0  miles  (4,480  acres  approximately) 

Private  ownership  (3,200  acres/about  71%) 

BLM-administered  land  (1,280  acres/about  29%) 
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From  the  upper  end  of  the  gorge  downriver  to  the  New  Mexico  StateLine  -  8.0  miles(2,560  acres  approximately) 

Private  ownership  (1,200  acres/about  47%) 

BLM-administered  land  (1,360  acres/about  53%) 

Total  Segments 

Total  study  length  -  41.0  miles  (13,230  acres  approximately) 

Private  ownership  (8,550  acres/64%) 

USFWS  lands  (1,850  acres/14%) 

BLM-administered  land  (2,830  acres/22%) 

Of  the  streambank  ownership,  approximately  50  percent  is  in  public  ownership. 
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ELIGIBILITY  DETERMINATION  CRITERIA 


The  following  criteria  is  taken  from  the  Guidelines  for  Ful- 
filling Requirements  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  of 
September  1988: 

1.  Determination  of  Eligibility.  As  a  part  of  the  first 
step,  to  be  eligible  for  inclusion,  a  river  must  be  "free-flow- 
ing" and,  with  its  adjacent  land  area,  must  possess  one  or 
more  "outstandingly  remarkable"  values.  The  eligibility  of 
a  river  for  the  National  System  is  determined  by  applying 
the  criteria  in  Sections  1(b)  and  2(b)  of  the  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  Act,  as  interpreted  by  the  USDI-USDA 
Guidelines. 

a.  Criteria 

1)  Free-Flowing  Values.  Free- flowing  is  defined 
by   Section  16(b)  of  the  Act  as  "existing  or  flowing  in 
natural  condition  without  impoundment,  diversion, 
straightening,  rip-rapping,  or  other  modification  of  the 
waterway."  The  existence  of  low  dams,  diversion  works, 
and  other  minor  structures  at  the  time  the  river  segment 
is  being  considered  shall  not  automatically  disqualify  it 
for  a  possible  addition  to  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic 
River  System.  A  river  segment  may,  in  fact,  flow  between 


large  impoundments  and  may  qualify  if  conditions  within 
the  segment  meet  the  eligibility  criteria. 

2)  Outstandingly  Remarkable  Values.  For  any 
river  segment  to  be  eligible  for  designations  to  the  Nation- 
al Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System,  one  or  more  of  the  fol- 
lowing values  within  the  river  area  must  be  outstandingly 
remarkable:  scenic,  recreational,  geologic,  fish  and 
wildlife,  historic,  cultural,  or  other  similar  values.  Only 
one  such  value  is  needed  for  eligibility  and  is  a  subjective 
judgment.  Although  several  river  segments  on  public 
lands  may  possess  similar  values,  each  river  must  be 
looked  at  individually  and  may  be  outstandingly  remark- 
able when  considered  in  a  regional,  State,  or  national  con- 
text. 

b.  Study  Team.  The  determination  that  a  river  area 
contains  one  or  more  outstandingly  remarkable  values 
is  a  professional  judgment  on  the  part  of  the  study  team. 
Study  team  members  may  be  part  of  an  interdisciplinary 
(RMP)  team  or  a  separate  team  comprised  of  invited 
professionals  from  interested  local,  State,  or  Federal 
agencies  to  participate  in  the  study. 
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ATTRIBUTES  AND  MANAGEMENT  OBJECTIVES  OF  THE 

THREE  RIVER  CLASSIFICATIONS  FOR  IN- 
CLUSION IN  THE  NATIONAL  WILD  AND  SCENIC  RIVERS 

SYSTEM 


Wild 


Attributes 
Scenic 


Recreation 


1.  Free-flowing.  Low  dams,  diversion 
works  or  other  minor  structures  which 
do  not  inundate  the  natural  riverbank 
may  not  bar  consideration  as  wild.  Fu- 
ture construction  restricted. 


1.  Free-flowing.  Low  dams,  diversion 
works  or  other  minor  structures  which 
do  not  inundate  the  natural  riverbank 
may  not  bar  consideration.  Future  con- 
struction restricted. 


1.  May  have  undergone  some  impound- 
ment or  diversion  in  the  past.  Water 
should  not  have  characteristics  of  an 
impoundment  for  any  significant  dis- 
tance. Future  construction  restricted. 


2.  Generally  inaccessible  by  road.  One 
or  two  inconspicuous  roads  to  the  area 
may  be  permissible. 

3.  Shorelines  essentially  primitive.  One 
or  two  inconspicuous  dwellings  and 
land  devoted  to  production  of  hay  may 
be  permitted.  Watershed  natural-like 
in  appearance. 

4.  Water  quality  meets  minimum 
criteria  for  primary  contact  recreation 
except  where  such  criteria  would  be 
exceeded  by  natural  background  con- 
ditions and  esthetics  and  capable  of 
supporting  propagation  of  aquatic  life 
normally  adapted  to  habitat  of  the 
stream. 


2.  Accessible  by  roads  which  may  oc- 
casionally bridge  the  river  area.  Short 
stretches  of  inconspicuous  and  well- 
screened  roads  or  railroads  paralleling 
river  area  may  be  permitted. 

3.  Shoreline  largely  primitive.  Small 
communities  limited  to  short  reaches  of 
total  area.  Agricultural  practices  which 
do  not  adversely  affect  river  area  may 
be  permitted. 

4.  Water  quality  should  meet  minimum 
criteria  for  desired  types  of  recreation 
except  where  such  criteria  would  be 
exceeded  by  natural  background  con- 
ditions and  esthetics  and  capable  of 
supporting  propagation  of  aquatic  life 
normally  adapted  to  habitat  of  the 
stream,  or  is  capable  of  and  is  being 
restored  to  that  quality. 


2.  Readily  accessible  with  likelihood  of 
paralleling  roads  or  railroads  along 
river  banks  and  bridge  crossings. 

3.  Shoreline  may  be  extensively 
developed. 

4.  Water  quality  should  meet  minimum 
criteria  for  desired  types  of  recreation 
except  where  such  criteria  would  be 
exceeded  by  natural  background  con- 
ditions and  esthetics  and  capable  of 
supporting  propagation  of  aquatic  life 
normally  adapted  to  habitat  of  the 
stream  or  is  capable  of  and  is  being 
restored  to  that  quality. 
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Wild 


Management  Objectives 
Scenic 


Recreation 


1.  Limited  motorized  land  travel  in 
area. 

2.  No  inharmonious  or  new  habitations 
or  improvements  permitted. 

3.  Only  primitive-type  public  use 
provided. 

4.  New  structures  and  improvement  of 
old  ones  prohibited  if  not  in  keeping 
with  overall  objectives. 

5.  Unobtrusive  fences,  gauging  stations 
and  other  management  facilities  may 
be  permitted  if  no  significant  adverse 
effect  on  natural  character  of  area. 

6.  Limited  range  of  agriculture  land 
other  resource  uses  permitted. 


1.  Motorized  vehicles  allowed  on  land 
areas. 

2.  No  inharmonious  improvements  and 
few  habitations  permitted. 

3.  Limited  modern  screened  public  use 
facilities  permitted;  i.e.,  campgrounds, 
visitor  centers,  etc. 

4.  Some  new  facilities  allowed,  such  as 
unobtrusive  marinas. 

5.  Unobtrusive  fences,  gauging  stations 
and  other  management  facilities  may 
be  permitted  if  no  significant  adverse 
effect  on  natural  character  of  area. 

6.  Wide  range  of  agriculture  and  other 
resource  uses  may  be  permitted. 


1.  Optimum  accessibility  by  motorized 
vehicle. 

2.  May  be  densely  settled  in  places. 

3.  Public  use  areas  may  be  in  close 
proximity  to  river. 

4.  New  structures  allowed  for  both 
habitation  and  for  intensive  recreation 
use. 

5.  Management  practice  facilities  per- 
mitted. 

6.  Full  range  of  agriculture  land  other 
resource  uses  may  be  permitted. 
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DETERMINATION  OF  SUITABILITY 


The  following  is  also  taken  from  the  Guidelines  for  Fulfilling 
Requirements  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  of  September 
1988: 

1.  Determination  of  Suitability:  The  determination  of 
suitability  is  the  third  step  in  the  river  assessment  and 
evaluation  process  for  section  5(a)  and  5(d)  rivers.  This  step 
provides  the  basis  for  the  decision  to  recommend  designa- 
tion or  nondesignation  of  an  eligible  river  based  on  the 
resource  alternatives  studied  in  detail  in  the  RMP,  as- 
sociated EIS,  and  related  information  developed  during 
resource  management  planning. 

a.  RMP  Preference:  Where  possible,  it  is  ad- 
vantageous to  carry  the  river  assessment  through  the 
suitability  determination  and  make  that  decision  in  the 
RMP.  If  a  suitability  determination  is  deferred  on  those 
rivers  where  the  BLM  has  primary  responsibility,  the  RMP 
must  prescribe  the  protection  (interim  management 
prescriptions)  to  be  provided  for  the  river  and  adjacent 
public  land  area  pending  the  suitability  recommendation 
and,  when  necessary,  subsequent  action  by  the  Congress.  In 
order  to  provide  realistic  interim  management  prescrip- 
tions, the  RMP  should  document  the  classification  category 
of  the  appropriate  segment(s)  (wild,  scenic,  and/or  recrea- 
tional), independent  of  the  suitability  or  nonsuitability 
recommendation.  The  projected  schedule  for  completing 
the  study,  recommendation  concerning  suitability,  and 
other  information  will  be  set  forth  in  the  RMP  also.  (See 
VIII.B.s.). 

b.  Eligible  Rivers:  All  eligible  river  segments  are 
evaluated  for  suitability  using  the  BLM  resource  manage- 
ment planning  process  (except  where  study  is  deferred  or 
where  a  legislatively  mandated  study  requires  an  earlier 
deadline  be  met).  Eligible  WSR  rivers,  which  are  deter- 
mined nonsuitable  for  designation,  can  be  released  from 
further  study  only  by  State  Directors  through  the  RMP 
record  of  decision.  For  suitable  WSR  rivers,  a  separate 
appendix  to  the  RMP  and  EIS  document  is  encouraged  for 
ease  in  preparing  the  WSR  river  study  report/record  of 
decision  to  Congress.  Where  a  suitability  determination 
cannot  be  made  in  the  RMP,  a  separate  legislative  final  EIS 
will  be  required  as  part  of  a  separate  study  reporting  pack- 
age (and  plan  amendment)  to  make  that  determination. 


Some  factors  to  consider  in  the  suitability  determination 
include,  but  are  not  limited  to: 

1)  Characteristics  that  do  or  do  not  make  the  area  a 
worthy  addition  to  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
System. 

2)  Current  status  of  landownership,  use  in  the  area, 
including  the  amount  of  private  land  involved  and  as- 
sociated or  conflicting  uses. 

3)  Reasonably  foreseeable  potential  uses  of  the  land 
and  related  waters,  which  would  be  enhanced,  foreclosed, 
or  curtailed  if  the  area  were  included  in  the  National  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  System,  and  the  values  which  could  be 
foreclosed  or  diminished  if  the  area  is  not  protected  as  part 
of  the  system. 

4)  Public,  State,  local,  or  Federal  interest  in  desig- 
nation of  the  river,  including  the  extent  to  which  the  ad- 
ministration of  the  river,  including  the  costs  thereof,  maybe 
shared  by  State,  local,  or  other  agencies  and  individuals. 

5)  Estimated  cost  of  acquiring  necessary  lands  and 
interests  in  lands  and  of  administering  the  area  if  it  is  added  to 
the  system. 

6)  Ability  of  the  agency  to  manage  the  river  area  or 
segment  as  a  W&S  river. 

7)  Historical  or  existing  rights  which  would  be  ad- 
versely affected  as  to  foreclose,  extinguish,  curtail,  in-fringe, 
or  constitute  a  taking  that  would  entitle  the  owner  to  just 
compensation  if  the  area  were  included  in  the  National  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  System.  In  the  suitability  analysis,  ade- 
quate consideration  will  be  given  to  rights  held  by  owners, 
applicants,  lessees,  or  claimants. 

8)  Other 

c.    Noneligible  Rivers: 

1)  BLM  5(d)  WSR  River  Studies:  Studies  of  rivers 
under  this  Section  of  the  Act  will  be  discontinued  upon  a  finding 
of  noneligibility  in  the  BLM  resource  management  planning 
process  or  subsequent  WSR  river  study.  In  RMPs,  the 
documentation  supporting  the  eligibility  assessment  will  nor- 
mally be  put  in  an  appendix  to  either  the  RMP  or  the  as- 
sociated EIS. 
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2)  Legislatively  Mandated  Studies:  If  a  section  5(a) 
study  river  is  found  to  be  noneligible,  the  WSR  river  study 
report/record  of  decision  should  describe  the  basis  for  the 
noneligibility  determination.  The  report  should  then  be  sub- 
mitted to  the  Congress  in  accordance  with  section  7(b)  and  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  publish  a  notice  in  the  Federal 


Register  180  days  after  congressional  notification  that  such 
a  determination  has  been  made.  This  notice  should  also 
include  a  reference  to  termination  of  related  NEPA  com- 
pliance action,  thereby  concurrently  terminating  activities 
for  which  a  notice  of  intent  had  earlier  been  published. 
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MT£D  AMES  DEPARTMENT  OF  WE  INTERIOR 
FISH  AND  MIDLIFE  SERVICE 

ALAMOSA/MONTE   VISTA   NATIONAL    WILDLIFE  REFUGE 

9383  El   Rancho  Lane 

Alamosa, Colorado     81101 


July  5,  1990 


MEMORANDUM 

TO:       Dennis  Zachman,  Area  Manager,  San  Luis  Resource  Area,  BLM 

FROM:     Refuge  Manager,  Alamosa/Monte  Vista  NWR 

SUBJECT:   National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System  Designation  for  the  Rio  Grande 
River  in  Alamosa,  Costilla  and  Conejos  Counties,  Colorado 

Thank  you  for  inviting  us  to  meet  with  you  on  June  22  to  discuss  the  above 
subject.   We  learned  a  great  deal  about  BLM's  views  on  the  above  subject, 
especially  the  classification  criteria  associated  with  Recreational  river 
areas  within  the  system. 

We  feel  the  stretch  of  the  Rio  Grande  adjacent  to  and  running  through  the 
Alamosa  National  Wildlife  Refuge  should  not  be  included  in  the  National  Wild 
and  Scenic  River  system  due  to  the  following: 

1.  Water  management  on  Alamosa  NWR  requires  the  diversion  of  river 
water  at  two  major  points.   One  being  at  the  Chicago  Ditch  Dam  located 
just  south  of  Hwy  160  and  the  other  at  the  New  Ditch  Dam  located  about 
1-1/2  miles  south  of  our  refuge  headquarters.  While  some  river  water 
generally  flows  through  out  Chicago  Dam  structure  even  while  we  are 
diverting  water,  very  little  (and  sometimes  no)  water  passes  through  the 
New  Ditch  Dam  structure  when  we  divert.   However,  all  water  return  flows 
re-enter  the  river  at  the  refuges  southern  most  boundary  located  about  5 
mile  downstream  of  the  New  Ditch  Dam  structure. 

2.  All  public  use  on  the  refuge  is  permitted  during  daylight  hours 
only.   For  wildlife  viewing  purposes  we  allow  walking,  hiking,  and 
bicycling  adjacent  to  the  river  along  a  3  mile  stretch  south  of  our 
headquarters.   River  stretches  about  1  mile  above  our  headquarters  as 
well  as  about  5  miles  below  the  aforementioned  3  mile  open  area  are 
closed  to  the  public.   Both  the  daylight  hours  only  as  well  as  the 
closed  areas  restrictions  are  necessary  to  minimize  disturbances  to 
wildlife  and  still  provide  adequate  sanctuary. 


A-31 


Appendix  A 


We  do  feel  the  Rio  Grande  highly  deserves  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River 
designation  from  the  LaSauces  bridge  down  stream  to  the  State  line  and  will 
gladly  support  that  effort. 

If  we  can  be  of  further  assistance,  please  contact  us. 


cc:   Ray  Rauch 

Paul  Zogg,  Colorado  Wildlife  Federation 
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4310JB 
DEPARTMENT  OF  INTERIOR 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

[CO-050-4333-09] 

Notice  of  Interim  Management  for  Protection  of  Wild  &  Scenic  River  Values 

AGENCY:  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Interior 

ACTION:  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Canon  City  District,  San  Luis  Resource  Area  has  determined  that  41  miles 
of  the  Rio  Grande  River  in  Colorado  is  eligible  for  consideration  as  a  potential  addition  to  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic 
River  System.  This  determination  was  made  as  a  part  of  the  San  Luis  Resource  Management  Plan  process  in  accordance 
with  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976  (FLPMA),  43  CFR  1600,  the  Guidance  for  the  Identification 
and  Evaluation  of  Potential  Additions  to  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System,  the  USDI-USDA  Final  Revised 
Guidelines  for  Eligibility,  Classification  and  Management  of  River  Areas,  and  BLM  Manual  Section  1623.41A2d. 

SUMMARY:  A  resource  management  plan  (RMP)  is  being  prepared  for  the  San  Luis  Resource  Area  of  Colorado. 
Assessment  of  potential  additions  to  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System  is  included  in  this  planning  effort.  A  total 
of  32  streams  or  segments  of  streams  have  been  analyzed  to  date,  and  the  41-mile  segment  of  the  the  Rio  Grande  River  in 
Colorado  meets  the  eligibility  criteria.  This  segment  of  the  river  is  "free-flowing"  and  has  "outstandingly  remarkable  values;" 
therefore,  this  stretch  needs  adequate  interim  protection  until  a  final  decision  is  reached. 

The  41-mile  segment  of  the  Rio  Grande  River,  which  is  the  last  41  miles  of  this  river  within  Colorado,  has  been  tentatively 
classified  as  follows:  the  upper  33  miles  meets  the  "Scenic"  classification  criteria,  and  the  lower  8  miles  meets  the  "Wild" 
classification  criteria.  These  tentative  classifications  are  based  on  conditions  of  the  river  corridor  as  they  exist  at  this  time. 

Management  activities  and  authorized  uses  shall  not  be  allowed  to  adversely  affect  the  eligibility  or  classification  of  this 
river.  Management  prescriptions  for  this  river  corridor  should  provide  for  protection  in  three  ways: 

1.  The  free-flowing  characteristics  of  the  river  cannot  be  modified,  to  the  extent  that  BLM  is  authorized  under  law  to 
control  stream  impoundments  and  diversions. 

2.  Outstandingly  remarkable  values  must  be  protected,  and  to  the  extent  practicable,  enhanced. 

3.  Management  and  development  of  the  river  corridor  cannot  be  modified  to  the  degree  that  eligibility  or  classification 
is  changed. 

A  study  report  is  being  prepared  and  will  be  an  appendix  to  the  proposed  resource  management  plan/final  environmental 
impact  study  and  documents  the  application  of  the  Eligibility/Classtfication/Suitability  Criteria.  The  study  report  is  being 
included  as  an  integral  part  of  the  RMP  process  documentation.  The  determination  within  the  RMP  will  be  a  preliminary 
administrative  recommendation  for  designation  or  nondesignation  depending  on  the  suitability  analysis.  This  recommen- 
dation will  receive  further  review  and  possible  modification  by  the  Director  of  the  BLM,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  and 
the  President  of  the  United  States.  Final  decisions  have  been  reserved  by  the  U.S.  Congress. 

DATES:  Interim  protective  management  on  public  lands  along  this  41-mile  river  corridor  will  exist  for  a  period  not  exceeding 
5  years  from  the  date  of  this  publication  or  until  such  time  as  a  final  decision  has  been  made,  whichever  occurs  first. 
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FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT:  Interested  parties  may  obtain  more  information  by  writing;  RMP  Project, 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  P.O.  Box  1171,  Canon  City,  Colorado  81215-1171  or  by  contacting  the  Project  Leader,  Dave 
Taliaferro  at  (719)  275-0631. 


(This  notice  was  issued  November  16,  1990) 
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Donnie  R.  Sparks 
District  Manager 
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Figure  1 

View  at  dusk  looking  north  up  through  Segment  A  of  Rio  Grande  River  Corridor  from  near 

Lasauses  Cemetery 
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Figure  2 

View  of  Rio  Grande  River  Corridor  at  dusk  in  Segment  B  with  Brownie  Hills  (right)  and  Fair 

Hills  (left)  just  below  Lasauses  Cemetery. 
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Figure  3 
View  of  recreational  rafting  in  "Lower  Box"  of  Segment  C  of  Rio  Grande  River  Corridor. 
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LETTERS  AND  ORAL  TESTIMONY 
RECEIVED  DURING  THE  PUBLIC  COM- 
MENT PERIOD 


All  of  the  public  comment  letters  and  oral  testimonies  are 
reproduced  in  this  section.  Letters  are  identified  by  num- 
ber; hearing  testimonies  by  an  "H"  plus  a  number.  The 


relevant  comment  number  is  on  the  letter  and  hearing 
transcript  in  brackets. 
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appreciated.  Thank  you  for  your  in- 
terest in  the  BLM  planning  process. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE   AIR   FOHCC 


I  <   OCT 


Mr.  Thomas  talker.  Associate  State  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Colorado  State  Office 
2850  ToungMeld  Street 
Lakewood,  Colorado  80215 

Dear  Mr.  Walker 

Tnank  you  for  providing  us  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Draft  San  Luis 
Resource  Management  Flat,  and  Lhvirtfnuentd.1  iav°ct  Statement  1r.  Coloracc. 

We  support  the  BLM's  efforts  to  develop  management  plans  for  lands  under  Its 
control.  The  issue  of  primary  Interest  to  the  A1r  Force  regards  the  use  of 
established  military  training  areas  end  routes  for  aircraft  which  nay 
traverse  these  areas.  Currently,  several  Air  Force  flight  training  routes 
traverse  a  portion  of  the  study  area  (See  atch  1).  Military  training  routes 
and  airspace  requirements  are  subject  to  change,  however,  It  1s  not 
anticipated  that  significant  chanoes  to  these  routes  will  occur  1n  the 
immediate  future.   In  the  past,  there  have  been  no  major  problems  between 
the  A1r  Force  and  the  BLM  concerning  military  over  flights  of  lands  under 
your  management.  However,  should  a  conflict  arise,  we  will  assist  in 
establishing  liaison  between  your  office  and  the  affected  Air  Force 
activities. 

Mission  reoulrements,  fuel  costs,  and  environmental  constraints  all 
contribute  to  decisions  made  1n  locating  a  military  training  activity. 
Because  of  general  aviation  and  population  pressures,  low  altitude,  high 
sn,eed  flights  are  relegated  to  those  areas  least  accessible  and  sparsely 
inhabited.  Therefore,  we  request  that  you  give  full  consideration  to  how 
planning  and  management  decisions  might  adversely  affect  the  use  of  low 
altitude  airspec*  t*y  the  Air  Force.  We  believe  unrestricted  military  use  of 
^hese  routes  is  essential  for  training  and  combat  effectiveness. 

We  hope  this  information  is  useful  1n  your  planning  process.  We  thank  you 
for  the  documentation  previously  provided  and  look  forward  to  continued 
communicat ioo  with  your  office.  If  additional  information  1s  needed,  please 
contact  Mr.  Raymond  Bruntmyer  at  (214)  653-3341. 


1  Atch 

Flight  Line  Map 

Cy  to:  HQ  USAF7LEEYX/LEEYP 

Donnle  R.  Sparks,  Dist  Mgr 
27  TFW/DOTU 
140  TFw/DOT 
Buckley  ANGB  CO 


1LLIAM  L.  COX,  Director 
Environmental  Planning  Division 
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October  23,  1989 


David  Taliaferro,  RMP  Team  Leader 

bureau  of  Lane  Management 

Box  1171 

Canon  City,  Colorado   81212 

Dear  Mr.  Taliaferro: 

Colorado  Environmental  Coalition  has  my  wholehearted 
support  on  taking  these  stands  on  your  bureau's  draft  Resource  Management 
Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  San  Luis  Valley: 

-  commending  its  recommending  8  Areas  of  Critical 
0_1         Environmental  Concern 

-  but  insisting  that  Elephant  Rocks  be  added 


P-fl-a-<ui_     -<Le-wd?  a 


2-2 
2-3 

2-4 


|>    O.    Bo»   *' 
t.„—    CO     8M31 


-  suggesting  that  any  forage  added  by  range  improvements 

go  to  vildliie,  not  livestock 

-  opposing  the  plan  to  permit  the  Taos  Power  Line 

to  run  through  the  Rio  Grande  Corridor 

-  extending  Wild  and  Scenic  Designation  for  RioGrande  River 

ar.  additional  12  males  north  to  Lasauces  Cemetery. 


Please  accept  my  thanks  for  recommending  the  8  ACECs 
and  Wild  and  Scenic  Designation  of  8.8  miles  of  RioGrande  River.     Please 
also  give  serious  consideration  to  the  changes  and  additions  the  Colorado 
Environmental  Coalition  reccranends  after  very  careful  study. 


c5  ^biev»)  -4r  jtui^u    oJ- 


Professor  William  M.  folger 
2390  Locust  Street 
Denver,  Colorado  80207 


be.     37? 

Uct .     :3,     198* 


Dove  TaljaUrro 
kMP  Teem  Ltao*r 
bLM    -    Conon    City    District    Of  f  ic 

p.    o.    box    : i7i 

Canon  City,  CO  b 1 2 1 2 
Deer  Mr  .   To  1  i flf  er  ro 


I  wish  to  off* 


some  comments  on  the  Son  Luis  Volltv  fcesour 
Management  Men  and  EI5.   1  hove  visited  tn«  Sand  Dunes 


noneoemeiH      r  i  on      biiu      t    .   .■  i       mow      v  j  s>  j  i  t  u      t  "*      3  ono      u  u  ■ .  t  v.      gno      5Cni« 

woterfow]     haDitet,     but     1     haver, '  t    he  era    of     most    of     the     mterestir 
ACEC's     listed    in    the    olan,     hope    to    see    some    of    tnem    next     veer  . 


4-1 


4-2 


4-3 


4-4 


Areas  of  critical  envi  ronmental  concern  i AC EC's)   You've  identified 
o  numoer  of  t  hese  .  Out  you  indicate  no  intention  to  imo 1 tment  your 
concern  bv  managing  them  differently.  At  the  very     least,  off-road 
vehicle  use  should  be  prohibited.  Preferably,  these  areas  should  be 
closed  to  mineral  exploration  and  leasing  too. 


Grazing  and  range  improvements:  Range  improvement  is  usually  o 
euphemism  for  sagebrush  destruction,  fiep  1  ecernent  of  sagebrush  with  some 
more  poiotoble  ararlng  is  gene  rally  a  tempo r  nry    measure,  creating  an 
unstable  plant  community  which  collapses  in  the  next  dry  vear  because  it 
does  not  have  the  oeep  roots  of  sogeorush.  It  olso  generally  costs  more 
than  you  can  recoup  from  grazing  fees.  A  rancher's  short-term  gain  from 
more  grazing  on  pub  lie  lends  is  not  in  the  lane's  long-term  interest. 
Leave  the  balance  between  wildlife  end  livestock  as  it  is. 

Powerline  right-of-way:  In  addition  to  closing  ACEC's  to  ORV's  and 
mineral  exploretion,  other  ectivities  such  as  oowerlmes  should  avoid 
them.  Beyond  tne  present  environmental  concern,  the  construction  process 
creates  enough  new  road  access  that  there  will  be  continually  increasing 
damage  as  vehicles  explore  the  construction  roods  end  surrounding  areas. 


Thank    you. 


C—tZ 
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John  Spr/n    5 
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Icve  Tallsfer 
PL1--,  Tancr  ?'. 

Tanor.  ?it;; ,  ' 


"P  Teer  Ie?^e- 
E-.rlct  C'flce 


Ccrrrer  r' , 


6-1 


,6-2 


I  !-.ave  reviewed  the  draft  PKr  end  FI^  of  the  f.an  !.uls  area  » 
orpanlzstlon  I  represent ,  the  rolorace  /ssoclatlor.  or  "cur  V 
Hrlve  Clubs,  Inc.  The  prerrered  alternative  at-pears  to  he  ac 
able  to  us  as  Is.  We  do  not  advocate  "oren"  use  of  OFV's  ere 
areas  where  there  will  be  no  environmental  derredet lor ,  such 
sand.  Therefore,  rr°PosinC  that  additional  areas  cf  llr.lted 
established  rather  than  belnr  left  open  afreet  with  our  phi! 
Ve  desire  that  exlstlnr  roads  rereln  open  for  four  wheel  drl 
and  In  rare  Instances  we  advocate  connecting  roads  to  forr  1 
networks,  but  we  don't  advocate  or  condone  rendoir.,  off  road 


or  t*e 
*ee! 
cer*- 
ept  Ir 

as 
use  he 
osophy. 
ve  use  , 
oers  or 
travel. 


We  do  have  one  concern  In  the  area,  however.  That  concern  Is  the 
Kt.  planca  road,  and  this  we  desire  to  reiraln  open  to  use  end  be 
excluded  from  the  wilderness  the  V.S.F.S.  has  proposed,  flnce  the 
Initial  irlle  or  so  Is  on  PIT.  land  I  mention  this  concern  here. 


Sincerely: 


J4//>J-yjb- 


■7' 

Pill  Huches 

Adopt-A-Trall/Land  I'se  Coordinator 
Colo.  Assn.  of  "  V.'heel  frlve  Clubs,  Inc. 
J?C1  t.    Dearborn  St. 
Aurora,  Co.  fCCl* 
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I'nited  States  Department  of  tin-  Interior 

BURIAL'  Of  MINES 
r.  u.  hox  .wj*« 

BUILPIfcl.  SO.  IH'MVtK  ft-IHHAL  CLKTtk 
ULKVLk.  COUrtlADO   WMS 

Intermountaln  field  Operations  Ctntrr 

October  26.  1989 


lo-      Oavc  Taliaferro.  RMP  learn  Leader,  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 

Canon  City  Olslrlct  Office.  P.O.  Box  1171.  Canon  City.  CO  BUI? 

from:     Chief,  lnlermountain  Field  Operation!  Center 

Subject:  Review  of  draft  San  Lot*  Resource  Management  Plan  and  environmental 
Impact  Statement 

»s  requested  by  Oonnle  ft.  Sparks.  Bin  Oistrlct  Manager.  Bureau  of  Mines 
personnel  reviewed  the  subject  document  (RMP/tIS)  regarding  proposed 
management  of  520.677  acres  of  public  land  and  101  .921  acres  of  federal 
mineral  estate  totaling  approitmetely  621.000  acres,  four  resource  management 
alternatives  are  presented  in  the  RMP/EIS.  The  existing  management  and 
resource  production  enhancement  alternatives  offer  the  most  opportunities  for 
mineral  leasing,  location,  and  sales,  lhe  preferred  alternative  strikes  a 
balance  between  natural  resource  enhancement  and  resource  production 
enhancement  alternatives.  Comparing  the  existing  management  and  preferred 
alternative  options,  no  significant  differences  are  in  the  acreage  closed  to 
leasing  (0.5X)  and  location  (2X)  respectively. 


The  RHP/US  is  comprehensive,  well  organized,  and  minerals  are  adequately 
discussed.  However,  a  few  suggestions  may  be  helpful.  Oeothermal  springs  and 
wells  (table  2-».  p.  2-12)  and  2.2*2  acre  geothermal  lease  (p.  2-9)  should  be 
shown  on  leasable  minerals-geotherma)  map  2-3P.  Mining  districts  and 
mineralijed  areas  (table  2-7.  p.  2-12)  should  be  shown  on  locatable  minerals 
map  2-*  since  township/range  locators  are  not  shown. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 


,?/ 


k/tlHam'TdcTTra(V*~* 
Chief.   IfOC 
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October  27,  1989 


October  27,  19e9 


Pat  Humphry 

296  Eiohth  Street 

Carbondale,  CO   81623-1706 

303-963-0856 

Dave  Taliaferro 

Pj:P  Team  Leader 

EU'.-Canon  City  District  Office 

P.O.  Box  1171 

Canon  City,  CO   B1212 


Constence  Harvey 
<21D  A. A. B.C. 
Aspen, CO  11611 
303-925-3272 

Dave  Taliaferro 

R.-.P  Team  Leader 

ELM-Canon  City  District  Office 

P.O.  Box  1171 

Canon  City,  CO  81212 


J12-1 

J12-2 
'l2-3 

12-4 


12-5 


Dear  nr.  Taliaferro: 

I  would  like  to  thank  the  BLK  for  designating  the  eight 
Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern,  nanely:   Sand  Castle 
Wilderness  Study  Area,  San  Luis  Hills  KSA,  Blanca  wildlife  Area, 
Rio  Grande  Corridor,  Trickle  Mtn.  Area/Ford  Creek,  Cumbres  and 
Toltec  Railroad  Corridor,  Lost  Mogotes,  and  Flat  Top  Area. 
However,  1  would  like  the  BUI  to  add  Elephant  Rocks  to  this  list, 
which  is  located  north  of  Del  tiorte  and  is  unique  in  its 
formation  and  home  to  many  species  of  rare  plants.   It  is  also  of 
historical  significance. 


The  BLK  has  recommended  a  substantial  number  of  ACECs   but 

has  not  protected  them  from  incompatible  uses.   I  would  like  to 
insist  the  the  BLH  prohibit  any  and  all  mineral  leasing,  mineral 
entry,  and  off -road  vehicle  (ORV)  use  within  the  ACECs.   I  would 
also  like  to  suggest  that  the  ELM  dedicate  any  forage  created  by 
range  improvements  to  wildlife  instead  of  to  livestock.   I  also 
protest  the  plan  permitting  utility  companies  to  construct  the 
Taos  powerline  which  would  run  through  the  Rio  Grande  Corridor 
west  to  Flat  Top  Mesa  and  Pinon  Hills  WSA.   All  of  these  areas 
are  to  be  designated  ACECs  in  the  plan,  and  a  powerline  would 
not  be  compatible  with  protecting  the  natural  and  scenic 
qualities  of  these  areas. 

1  understand  that  the  BLM  has  recommended  only  8.8  niles  of 
the  Rio  Grande  River  for  wild  and  Scenic  Designation  in  Colorado, 
irom  the  Lobatos  Bridge  south  to  the  New  Mexico  border.   1  would 
like  to  recommend  that  the  BLM  extend  the  designation  an 
additional  12.3  miles  north  to  the  Lasauces  Cemetery,  as  this 
portion  has  equally  outstanding  characteristics. 

I  hope  the  BLI1  will  consider  ray  comments  and  concerns  to 
insure  that  public  lands  in  the  San  Luis  Valley  are  properly 
mancged  and  protected. 


Sincerely 

v 

Pat  Humphry 


ncereiy, 

t  Humohry  J         ■i 
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Dear  tlr.  Taliaferro: 

I  would  like  to  thank  the  BLM  for  designating  the  eight 
Ar.as'of  ciitie.l  E»viron„.nt.l  Concern,  name  y:   *»&««'£.., 
SSWS  o^do;rTr!"l^MStn"AJe.fr^d  Creek   Cumbres  and 
H^r^woutdTi^he  BS%r.K4St„PtSo=K  "his  list. 

hi6torictl  significance. 
The  BUI  has  recommended  a  substantial  number  of  *«=«*£ 

not  be  compatible  with  protecting  the  natural  and  scenic 
qualities  of  these  areas. 
==Z     1   understand  that  the  ELM  has  recommended  only  8.8  rsilM  of 
the  RoSrande  River  for  wild  and  Scenic  »es:,nSnon  in  Colotaao. 
from  the  Lobatos  Bridge  south  to  the  New  Mexico  bordfr.  l   woul° 
like  to  recommend  that  the  BLM  extend  the  oesignation  an 
addttional  12.3  miles  north  to  the  Lasauces  Cemetery,  as  this 
portion  has  equally  outstanding  characteristics. 

1  hope  the  BLM  will  consider  my  comments  and  concerns  to 
insure  that  public  lands  in  the  San  Luis  Valley  are  properly 
managed  end  protected. 


Sincerely, 


Constance  Harvey 
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14-1 
14-2 
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I    »-.  ;lcit*d  wth  your   c«jign»*iDr.   e^  ACE'i   tcr    *-.at   region, 
ho-e*«r.    Eitphirt    Frrki    tncw'c   t«    included    ifi    thif    lilt    btctusf    o'    th* 
tnpor:»nt    scenic  uaiutf   **»c  pl»rt   ccranun  1 1 1  e&   therein. 

Additionally,    tni  a:e:i   sr.ogle  be   protectee  Iron   oft'-reatj  vthiclt 
us*    fe'S    Btrer    p*rrftir\*nt .    i>rt3i-"tt>if    a*!**;**.      Tr»*    acrtlBM    =J    'ins 
pretectal!  4'ctr.   suet,    impacts   *'t    »1r**Cv  +»"    to:   ^*w. 


No    ir.er*.**e    ir    livestcsk    or    tr.ete   Elm  langs   thoulC  ae  planned  or.  1 1 1 
protection   fend  repair   cm    delictte   rip*-i*r    ccrnrawr.it  tei    it   tr.orp.cni> 
pl&nntti   *"C    iRpleatnteti  tr.c  r-cwtr..      3    csntenc   *cur   plant  -sr    rerje 
.r.?"Owt*T«rt ,    ane    SuCQ**t    that    *c;»*.on*l    TO'ijt    o»    c-*n:ed    tc    Wllgli^e 
until    c*'nm*9*c'   riparian   recions    ►»»«!    been    .u!ly   rtpfeirtd. 

F:n*llv.    the  Ttoi   Potfirlint   t"Cjtc*.  wr..:r.  uoclc!  crois  ACECi    ii   Iff 
•sample    cf    tn*    type    C*    irp»v*p|.Mi    impact   which   wt   mutt    beccr.a    wilt 
enougn    tc   fevoC.      A  rn?p|    tu'tfetlt    routt    f.'-'c   be    found. 


; ! — ;  — | 
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ht.inii  N.  1 
fe-J  Sun  Juki 
AlamuSh ,  CI 
7    November 


til  1  ci  i 

lSbi. 


Dave  Tal inferro 

KMP  Teas.  Leader 

bureau  of  Land  Management 

Canon  City  District  Office 


boa 


1171 


Canon  City,  CO    81212 
Dear  Mr.  Taliaferro: 


HE;  SAN  LUIS  HESOUHCE 
MANAGEMENT  PLAN 


This  letter  is  in  support  of  oral  comments  that  1  made 
at  the  public  hearing  in  Aiaoiosa  on  November  2,  1  98  9  , 
regarding  the  San  Luis  hesource  Management  Plan. 

SAND  CASTLE  AREA: 

1.  The  tract  to  the  west  of  Great  Sand  Dunes  should  be 
closed  to  any  motorized  vehicles.    This  area  is  a  fragile 
ecosystem  dominated  by  scattered  greasewood  and  rabbitbrush 
with  sparse  dry-land  grasses  and  salt  grass.   Easily  damaged 
or  destroyed  by  vehicular  traffic,  this  plant  community 
stabilizes  the  soil  and  may  be  responsible  for  the  stability 
of  the  main  mass  of  the  dunes. 

2 .  In  this  locality  there  are  occasional  wetlands  where 
the  water  table  rises  above  the  surface  in  small 
depressions.    These  wetlands  include  many  species  of  plants 
(including  CJeome   mui t icauJis,  a  plant  which  the  draft  lists 
as  one  deserving  special  consideration)  and  supports  many 
species  of  birds,  mammals ,  and  amphibians.    To  allow  off- 
road  vehicles  access  to  these  wetlands  can  only  seriously 
damage  them. 

3.  The  Sand  Castle  area  also  has  large  resident 
populations  of  antelope,  deer,  and,  presently,  a  herd  of 
more  than  100  elk.    Motorized  traffic  would  not  be  in  the 
best  interest  of  these  animal s- 

4 .  Of  great  concern  in  the  area  are  historical  and 
archeological  sites.    At  one  time  the  Liberty  Stage  Road 
traversed  the  area  and  there  are  many  paleo-indian  (Folsom) 
sites.    To  allow  vehicular  traffic  is  to  encourage  the 
plundering  of  these  sites,  an  activity  which  seems  to  be  the 
primary  goal  of  many  four-wheelers  who  now  use  the  area. 

5.  The  Great  Sand  Dunes  adjacent  to  Sand  Castle  is  a 
Wilderness.    The  Park  Service  attempts  to  maintain  fences 
in  the  area,  but  with  the  rapidly  shifting  sand  these 
barriers  are  ineffectual  as  they  are  either  covered  by  sand 
or  undermined.    There  is  a  great  danger  of  heavy  off-road 
vehical  usage  originating  in  the  study  area  on  the  Dunes 
Wilderness . 

6.  The  numbers  of  people  killed  or  seriously  injured  while 
riding  all-terrain  vehicles  is  staggering.    There  is  a  real 
threat  that  lawsuits  against  the  BLM  may  result  from  death 
or  injuries  to  riders  in  the  Sand  Castle  Area. 
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15-8 


November  1989    (page  2) 


ALTERNATIVES  TO  SAND  CASTLE  FOR  OFF-HOAD  VEHICLE  USE: 

The  State  of  Colorado  and  the  bureau  of  Reclamation  are 
developing  San  Luis  Lake  and  the  surrounding  locale  lor 
recreation.    It  would  be  practical  and  expedient  to 
develope  off-road  vehicle  trails  there  ir  conjunction  with 
these  activities  to  replace  those  proposed  at  Sand  Castle. 


BLANCA  CHAINING  REHABILITATION: 

I  have  studied  both  the  North  and  South  Chained  Areas 
and  recommend  that  no  action  be  taken  in  either  of  these  two 
tracts.   Pinyons  are  re-establishing  themselves  naturally, 
especially  on  the  North  Chaining,  and  the  scars  from  these 
operations  probably  will  not  be  obvious  in  another  20  years 
It  would  be  a  waste  of  time,  effort,  and  money  to  do 
rehabilitation  work  there. 


Respectful ly  submitted, 


Hobart  N .  Dixon 
Plant  Ecologist 


jJL 
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Dave  Taliaferro.  RW  Team  leader 
BIW  -  Canon  City  District 
P.O.  Bo»  1171 
Canon  City.  Co.  81212 

Oear  Mr.  Taliaferro: 

These  comments  relate  to  the  RMP/EIS  for  the 
San  Luis  Valley. 

We  appreciate  your  recommending  eight  areas 
for  Critical  Environmental  Concern  designation. 
However,  we  feel  the  Elephant  Rocks  area  near 
Del  Norte  should  be  Included  for  designation 

because  of  unique  geology  and  flora.  He  also 

feel  the  R1o  Grande  River  designation  should  be 
extended  north  to  Lasauces  Cemetery. 

We  feel  these  areas  can  be  adequately  protected 
only  by  prohibiting  all  grazing,  mineral  leasing 
or  entry,  ORV  use  and  powerllne  construction. 


Sincerely, 


&SL+Q—lt 


Dick  1  Jan  Scar 
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Nov«»b«r   15,    1989 


Dave  Taliaferro 

RMP  Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Canyon  City  District  Office 

P.O.  Box  1171 

Canon  City,  CO  81212 

Dear  Mr.  Taliaferrot 

I'll  writing  about  the  BLM't  recent  draft  of  the  Resource  Manageaent 
and  EIS  for  the  San  Luic  Valley.  I  want  to  applaud  you  for  your 
work  and  your  recon&endationa. 

I  support  designating  areas  of  critical  environmental  concern  and 
would  like  to  ask  that  you  add  Elephant  Rocks  to  the  list.  It 
houses  a  number  of  rare  plant  species  worth  protecting. 

I  would  like  to  see  you  call  for  stringent  protection  on  the  ACECs. 
That  neans  no  mineral  leasing,  mineral  entry,  or  off  road  vehicle 
use. 


I'm  concerned  also  with  stipulations  to  increase  grazing  on  BLM 
lands  in  this  region.  I  would,  quite  frankly,  prefer  to  see  the 
additional  forage  left  for  wildlife. 

Finally,  I  am  please  to  see  that  you  recoaaended  8.8  Biles  of  the 
Rio  Grande  River  for  Wild  and  Scenic  Designation.  Xs  you  well  know, 
Colorado's  efforts  to  designate  rivers  as  wild  and  scenic  are 
pretty  weak.  Like  many  others,  I  would  like  to  ask  that  you 
strongly  consider  extending  your  recommendation  to  include  12.3 
additional  upstream  Biles. 

Again,  I  am  grateful  for  your  recommendation*  and  ask  that  you 
consider  these  additions. 


Sincerely  yours, 
Daniel  D.  Chiras,  Ph.D. 


7652  Gartner  Road  *  Evergreen,  CO   80439  •  303/670-3711 
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22S1    South    Zang    Court 

Lakewood,    Colorado   80226 

11-14-89 


Dave  Taliaferro 

RHP  Team  Leader 

BLK  Canon  City  District  Office 

P.O.  Box  1171 

Canon  City,  CO  81212 


Dear  Mr.  Taliaferro: 


23-1 


After  reviewing  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management ' 6  draft  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  San 
Lui6  Valley  area,  I  have  identified  several  inadequacies  in  the 
draft  which  I  am  asking  you  to  correct. 

I  applaud  your  recommendation  of  eight  Areas  of  Critical 
1  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC).  However,  the  BLM  neglected  to 
include  Elephant  Rocks  to  its  list  of  ACECs .  Elephant  Rocks, 
located  north  of  Del  Norte,  is  unique  in  its  rock  formations  and 
is  home  to  many  species  of  rare  plants.  In  addition,  the  area  is 
of  historical  importance.   Please  add  Elephant  Rocks  to  the  list 
of  ACECs. 


Although  ACECs  have  been  recommended  by  the  ELM,  they  will  not  be 
J  adequately  protected  from  incompatible  uses.   It  is  imperative 
23-P  that  mineral  leasing,  mineral  entry,  and  off-road  vehicle  use 
I  within  ACECs  be  prohibited. 

|  Rather  than  increase  the  number  of  livestock,  as  recommended  in 
23~3   the  RMP*  I  would  recommend  that  any  forage  created  by  range 
I  improvements  be  dedicated  to  wildlife  instead  of  livestock. 

Finally,  while  it  is  laudable  that  the  BLM  has  recommended  6.8 
miles  of  the  Rio  Grande  River  for  Wild  and  Scenic  Designation,  I 
recommend  that  they  extend  the  designation  an  additional  12.3 
23*4   miles  north  to  the  Lasauces  Cemetery,  as  this  portion  has  equally 
outstanding  characteristics. 

I  am  confident  that  you  will  represent  my  concerns  regarding  the 
RHP  and  make  changes  appropriately. 


Sincerely,  -       n.  , 
U3ahn  B.  Cza^iecki,  Ph.D. 
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P.O.  Boi  261112 

Lair  wood  Colorado  60226 

11-16-89 


76 


Da««  TaWerro 

RMP  Team  Lexler 

BLM  Cfcooo  Cuy  Distxict  OOjec 

P.O.  Box  1171 

Cwon  City.  CO  61212 


Dtmr  Mr.  TaliAferro: 


jevt  Taliii-'crro,   IK!    te:.i 
z'J'.  Cir.oi.  -istrlc.  .ffice 
Snx  1171 
Canor.  City,   CO  6l.?12 


liovocber  17,    1589 


75-1 


After  reviewing  the  Bureau  of  L^nd  MAnagemeDt'i  draA  Resource  Mana^meni  PUn  »nd 
EovirocUDeDUJ  Imptta  Statemeot  for  the  S&o  Luis  Valley  area.  I  have  identified  several  ioadequaoea 
in  the  draft  wtuch  I  am  asking  vou  u>  correct. 

I  applaud  your  recommendation  of  eight  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEO.  However, 
the  BLM  De0ected  to  include  Elephant  Rocks  to  it*  EM  of  ACECs.  Elephant  Rocks,  located  north  of 
Del  None,  is  unique  in  its  rock  formations  and  is  home  to  many  species  of  rare  plants.  In  addition, 
the  area  is  of  hisioncal  importance.    Please  add  Elephant  Rocks  to  the  list  of  ACECs. 


Although  ACECs  have  been  recommended  by  the  BLM,  they  wiD  not  be  adequately  protected  from 
incompatible  uses.    It  is  impel 
within  ACECs  be  prohibited. 


-y  f-    r\  I  mcompalibie  uses.    It  is  imperative  that  mineral  leasmg,  mineral  entry,  and  off-road  vehicle  use 
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75*3     ^at^er  til*c  mcrease  the  number  of  livestock,  as  recommended  in  the  BMP,  I  would  recommend 
that  any  forage  created  by  range  improvements  be  dedicated  to  wildlife  instead  of  bvesuxk. 
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Finally,  while  it  is  laudable  that  the  BLM  has  recommended  6.8  miles  of  the  Rio  Grande  River  for 
Wild  and  Scenic  Designation,  1  recommend  that  they  extend  the  designation  an  additional  12.3  miles 
north  to  the  Lasauces  Cemetery,  as  this  portion  has  equally  outstanding  characteristics. 


1  am  confident  that  you  will  represent  my  concerns  regarding  the  RMP  and  make  changes 
appropriately. 


While  your  reconnenifctioii  of  eipr.t  Areas  of  Critical  Environnento.1 
Corxerr.  ir.  the  -tr.  Laic  Valley   in  admirable,   your  rec-lationc  Btoj 


s^.ort  nf  actually  protectir^  ther .      I'.ir.eral   lea£i:<£,   off -road 
vehicle  access  and   Increased  crazing  leave  these  areas  open  to 
increasing  damage  rather  thar.  protection. 


I  hope  you  will  elir.in&te  these  uses  fron  the  proposed  protected 


areas.      In  addition,   I  hope  you  will  add  protectlor.  for  Elephant 
Rocks,  add  Scenic  HesLp-^tlor  for  the  Rio  Crande  River  north  to 
the  Lasauces  Cemetery,  and  prevent   incursion  through  this  area  by 
the  Taos  power! ine. 


Sincerely 


Bruce  Bereer  / 
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>£Mn,  CO  ei6l2/ 
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Thus    I    request    tr.at    cineral    le'sir.g  tnc    entry   ore   OPV    use    te   j'Chititec 
in  ACECs.    Recreational    use   cf   public    lares    16    becoming    the    greatest 
single   use   of    these    lends.    Because   of   ay    interest    ir.    tbcir.pt  eking ,    * 
request    that    the   ELK   rair.tain   arc   promote   nor.-rtoton-ed ,    primitive 
recreation   opportunities.    1    request    the   ELK    eneojr*ge   lo?-AEr*et 
activities  and   I    insist    the   BLr*  tror.ibit   venicie  use  off-road  across 
the   panagerrent    area. 


The  proposal    to   increase   the  nuncer  of   livestock  in   this   management 
area    is   unacceptable;    1    suggest   allovir.g   wildlife    to   utili-e   eny   in- 
crease in  availatle   forage.    1    pretest   plans   to  alio*    construction  of 
a   po?erline   that  t;uld   cross   proposed  ACECs;    this  *ould    oe   incompatible 
uses  of  public   lands. 


Finally,   1   urge   the  3LK  to  extend   the   proposed  Vild  and  Scenic  designation 
along  the  Rio  Grande  sone    12  additional   Biles  north;    the   recreation 
pflief lial   of   this  portion  of  the  river  is   very   high,  anc   the  benefits  of 
such   designation  »ould  protect   rich  fildlife  habitat   in   that  erea. 
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COLORADO 

HISTORICAL 

SOCIETY 


The  Colorado  Hitiory  Muteum      1300  bruadwav      Denver  Colorado  W203  2137 


November  21,    1169 

Dave  Taliaferro 
RHP  T«*a   L**oer 

Bureau     Of      L-*  li^     -liiliaftBi'rir 

Canon  Clrv  District  Office 

P.O  Box  1171 

Canon  City,  CO  81212 

R« :  San  Lull  Resource  Hanageaent  Plan  and  Environmental  lapact  Statement 

De«r  Mr  Taliaferro- 

Thls  office  has  reviewed  the  above  document  and  we  have  the  following 
consent  t : 

1.  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  as  lapleaenied 
by  the  Advisory  Council  regulations  36  CPR  POO  oust  be  followed  on  all 
projects  that  have  the  potential  to  affect  cultural  resources. 

7     Due  to  the  importance  of  the  cultural  resources  within  the  San  Luis 
Valley,  we  strongly  uige  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manageaent  develop  a 
cultural  resource  aanageoent  plan  for  this  area. 

3.  We  are  concerned  about  the  nuaber  of  acres  that  are  open  or  being 
openeo"  to  Off  Highway  Vehicle  use.   The  sure  an  area  is  used  the  greater 
eh*  potential  for  vandalise.  Areas  that  are  susceptible  to  this  type  of 
use  auat  be  surveyed  to  determine  If  eligible  cultural  resources  are  being 
iapaetad.   Ue  suggest  that  areas  of  high  site  density  be  controlled  to 
Halt  use. 

If  we  may  be  of  further  assistance  please  contact  Jia  Creen  at  666-4674. 


Sincere) v, 


/ 


'#<&. 
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Roci>  Mountain  Chspter 

77"?  Grant  Sue*!   Sunt  606   Dcnver.Colorado80203    303  •  861  ■ 


nark  Ptarton 
P.O.  Box  204 
Grand  Junction, 


Barbara  Sudler 

State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
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November    22,     1969 

Dava    Tal i af erro 

RriP    Team    Leader 

BLM-Cenon    City    District    Office 

P.O.     Bom     1171 

Canon  City,  CO  B1212 

Dear  Mr.  Tall  af errot 

I  am  writing  to  comment  on  the  San  Luis  Valley  Resource  Management 
Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement.   These  comments  Mrw    on  behalf 
of  the  wilderness  committee  of  the  Rocky  Mountain  Chapter  of  the 
Sierra  Club.   The  Rocky  Mountain  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club  consists 
of  the  11,000  members  of  the  Sierra  Club  in  Colorado.   Sierra  Club 
members  have  a  long  standing  interest  in  the  management  of  the  public 
resources  of  the  San  Luis  Valley,  including  recreation,  wildlife, 
water,  rmrm   floral  and  faunal  species,  and  rivers. 

The  Sierra  Club  is  heartened  by  BLM's  designation  of  the  San  Luis 
Hills  and  Sand  Castle  Wilderness  Study  Areas  as  ACECs.   San  Luis 
Hills,  in  particular,  is  an  outstanding  and  unique  area.   It  contains 
a  oinvon  forest  at  the  limit  of  its  biological  range  and  possesses 
stunning  vistas.   San  Luis  Hills  also  offers  mn    opportunity  to  set 
aside  a  representative  example  of  the  landforms  and  ecology  of  the 
extreme  southern  reaches  of  the  San  Luis  Valley,  in  contrast  to  the 
wildernesses  in  the  South  San  Juans  and  in  the  Sangre  de  Cristos. 
ACEC  designation  is  a  step  in  the  right  direction  for  San  Luis  Hills; 
however,  wilderness  designation  would  be  a  more  appropriate  and  more 
permanent  protecti on. 

The  Sierra  Club  similarly  supports  ACEC  designation  of  the  Blanc* 
Wildlife  Area,  the  Rio  Grande  Corridor,  the  Trickle  Mountain/Ford 
Creek  area,  the  Cumbres  fc  Toltec  Railroad  Corridor,  Los  Mogotes,  and 
the  Flat  Top  area.   Each  of  these  areas  offers  an  outstanding 
opportunity  to  protect  unique  and  valuable  public  resources. 

However,  ACEC  designations  srm    meaningless  unless  accompanied  by 
stong,  protective  management  direction.   For  example,  San  Luis  Hills 
could  be  greatly  impacted  by  mineral  prospecting  if  another  alledged 
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sold  mm.  Is  o.. covered.  ..  occurred  several  years  .go.   The  ACEC 
designations  need  to  include  restrictions  of  incompatible  uses,  such 
,.  mineral  leasing,  mineral  entry,  o((-ro.d  vehicles,  gr.cing   in  rare 

"ant  habit.*  are..),  even  recreation.   The  ACEC to  be  protected 

trill  in  more  than  name  only. 

"one  area  not  de.ignated  by  BLM,  but  «hieh  i.  da-serving  of  ACEC 
designation  il  tne  Elephant  Rock,  area  north  of  Del  Norte.   The  rock 
formations  at  Elephant  Rock,  and  tne  rare  plant  ipicin  require  the 
protection,  th.t  .  .trong  ACEC  designation  can  bring. 

~BLM  .hould  identify  the  propo.ed  po-erline  route  through  the  Rio 
Grande  Corridor  and  into  the  Flat  Top  He.,  area  a.  unsuitably  a.. 
utility  corridor  because  of  it.  incompatibility  "1th  th.  ACEC.  that 
.re  propos.d  in  the  RMP. 

The  Sierr.  Club  .trongly  support,  the  recommendation  of  the  Rio  Grande 
River  .*  .n  addition  to  th.  federal  Wild  and  Scenic  River,  .y.tem 
•ppreei.te  that  you  have  the  evaluated  the  river',  natural  v.lues 
determined  them  to  be  outstandingly  remarkable.  The  8.8  mile  seg 
identified  by  BLM  for  designation  fits  nicely  with  the  existing  R 
Grande  Wild  and  Scenic  river  doxn.tr.am  in  New  Mexico.  Unfortun. 
BLM  he.  left  out  12.3  miles  upriver  to  the  Ls.auce.  Cemetery  Nhic 
posse*,  eh.r.cteri.tlc.  »s  .qu.lly  outstanding  as  tho».  in  the  8 
Ue  request  th.t  you  modify  th.  RMP's  wild  and  Seen 
commendation  to  include  this  upstream  12.3  mile  stretch. 


,  and 

mint 


tely, 
h 

e 


Ai   .  |   inile  segment. 
01"  *f  I   River  recommer 


Sincerely, 


ft*J*&~rr*-^ 


Mark  Pearson 

Rocky  Mountain  Chapter  Wilderness  Chair 
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0086  Parkside  Lane 
Carbondale,  Colorado  61623 


November  20,  1989 


Mr.  Dave  Taliaferro 

RMP  Team  leader 

BLM  Canon  City  District  Office 

P.O.  Box  1171 

Canon  City,  Colorado  81212 

Dear  Mr.  Taliaferro: 


I'm  writing  this  letter  to  request  that  you  include  Elephant  Rocks 
as  an  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC)  in  the  San 
Luis  Area.  The  reason  I  think  Elephant  Rocks  should  be  included 
is  because  it  is  a  home  to  many  rare  plants,  and  it  is  of  historical 
significance. 


I'm  also  requesting  that  mineral  leasing  and  off-road  vehicles  not 
be  allowed  in  any  of  the  eight  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern, 
_because  these  things  are  very   destructive  to  the  environment. 


Please  take  into  consideration  my  requests  when  deciding  what  will 
happen  with  this  area. 

Thank  you. 


Georgia  Smith 


hoveooer   20,    1969 

F.C.  box  1*?4 

*8  per.,  Colorado 
Elel2 
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ubve    TallaTerro    RXP  Toai   Leader 
8LH-Cenon  :ity  Dlitrlct  Office 
F.C.  bor  1171  Canon  City  Co. 
61212 


Deer  Sir, 

1  «■  wondering  why  the  Elephant   Rocke  are*  woe   not   Included    In 


l 

|    the   new   pla. 


.an  for  tha  Araaa  of  Crltloal   Envlronaantal  Concarnt   I  believe 
that    this   area    i*    Of   historical    algnif icance.rinc    abould    bo    protected. 
1   alao   think  that   tha   er«e    •houla'    allow   mineral    entry    and    off-road 
Tahlclaa   to  coo*  and   valw  the  area.   Allowing  utility  eoopsnloa  to  build 
apowarllaa  though  the  araa  la  alao  a  bad   ldaa.baoauae  it  would  at  fact 
tfaa  a oanlc  qualltloa   of  the  area.   I  racomand  that  th*  aoanlo  area  along 


84 


tha   Rio  Grand  ftlvar  ba  extended   fron  6.6  ml  lea  to  12.}  mllaa*  Oaor  all 


I  think  teh  ACSCe1'  plan  la  a  good   one, and   would  ba  a  graat  on*  if  thaaa 
cnangea   vara   ande. 


November  24,  1989 
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Dear  Dave  Taliaferro: 

Task  that  you  add  Elephant  Rocks  to  your  ACEC's 
list.   I  am  totally  opposed  to  any  ORV  use  in 

"ACEC's;   and  also  no  mineral  leasing  should  be 
allowed.   Please  allow  wildlife  to  forage  on  the 
improved  areas  (  not  increased  stock) ;  NO  POWER- 
TTnes  should  be  allowed  with  these  scenic  •  nat- 
ural lands. Please  extend  additional  12.3  miles  of 
river (north)  to  Lasauces  cemetery —  this  is  a 
valuable   habitat  stretch  of  water  lands.   Encour- 
aged recreational  uses  will  guarantee  economic 
increase  l  tourists  will  enjoy  these  preserved 
lands. 
'  Sincerely, 


303-927-j448 


Jan  Hose:  2124  9  Highway  62 
Basalt,  Colo  81621 


Tours  Truely 
Chrla  Allan 
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December  4,   1989 


Dave   Taliaferro 

RMP  Team  Leader 

Bureau   of  Land   Management 

Canon  City  District 

PO  Box  1171 

Canon  City,  Colorado    81212 


J  coalirior-i 
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Dave  Taliaferro 

RHP  Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  2200 

Canon  City.   CO   61215 


Dear  Mr.  Taliaferro: 


December  4.    1989 


Please  consider  the  following  comments  on  the  Draft  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Sin 
Luis  Planning  Area,  Appendix  E,  Rio  Grande  River  Study  Report. 

I  am  in  strong  support  of  the  Preferred   Alternative  of  the  Draft  that 
recommends  that  "all  8.8  miles  of  Segment  C  be  designated  as  an 
addition  to  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System."     Such 
designation   will   provide  valued   protection   that   is   also  an   appropriate 
extension  to  the  Wild  and  Scenic  status  that  exists  below  the 
Colorado/New  Mexico  State  line. 

Thank  you  for  your  attention  and  this  opportunity  to  comment  on 
the  Draft  Resource   Management  Plan. 


Sincerely, 


91-1 


Brian   Drypolcher 
Executive   Director 


Uu- 


ROUTE  4,    BOX  34C,    SANTA  FE,  NEW  MEXICO  87501 


The  following  are  comments  of  the  Colorado  Environmental  Coali- 
tion (CEO  regarding  the  Draft  San  Luis  Resource  Management  Plan 
and  Environmental  Impact  Statement: 

Minerals  Management 

The  analysis  on  the  effects  of  oil  and  gas  leasing  and  subsequent 
development  Is  totally  Inadequate.   The  BLM  addressed  what 
Impacts  their  protection  stipulations  would  have  on  fluid  mineral 
development,  but  ntitr   discusses  what  environmental  Impacts  oil 
and  gas  leasing  will  have  on  the  Resource  Area. 


-The  plan  never  addresses  the  consequences  to  the  resource 
area  of  full-field  development. 

-The  plan  falls  to  examine  the  cumulative  Impacts  that  oil 
and  gas  development  could  have  on  the  resource  area. 

-The  plans  does  not  include  potential  scenarios  on  what 
development  1s  likely  to  occur  If  these  lands  are  leased. 

-The  plan  does  not  give  any  Indication  of  what  Interest 
there  Is  In  the  area  for  oil  and  gas  development. 


The  BLM  has  stated  over  and  over  again  that  It  Intends 
the  environmental  analysis  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  befo 
occurs  within  the  Resource  Management  Plans  it  prepares 
Inconceivable  that  this  document  could  permit  leasing  w 
analysis  of  the  potential  impacts  of  o1 1  and  gas  develo 
We  also  have  serious  problems  with  some  important  areas 
to  oil  and  gas  leasing.  All  the  Areas  of  Critical  Envi 
Concern  have  been  set  aside  to  protect  their  outstandin 
or  cultural  features.  011  and  gas  development  Is  not  c 
with  the  protection  of  any  of  these  special  features 
should  be  closed  to  mineral  leasing. 

■  Htjm»nn\  i.e.oi.l!  !C  eartn  no!  ea1h  ic  humanity" 


to  conduct 
re  leasing 

It  1s 
Ithout  any 
pment . 

left  open 
ronmental 
g  natural 
ompat 1 ble 
All  ACECS 
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Perennial  streams,  lakes  and  riparian  areas  should  also  be 
protected  from  mineral  leasing  and  development.   Although  page  4- 
26  states: 

As  a  matter  of  policy,  fluid  mineral  operations  could 
not  be  allowed  within  the  3,230  acres  of  riparian 
resources  unless  such  activity  could  be  fully  mitigated 
to  tne  satisfaction  of  the  authorized  officer. 

This  is  insufficient.   Since  a  lease  is  a  legally  binding 
contract,  tnis  restriction  oust  be  put  on  the  lease,  or  an 
operator  can  challenge  the  validity  of  such  a  policy.   Riparian 
ana  aquatic  areas  snould  be  closed  to  oil  and  gas  development. 
If  an  operator  desires  to  drill  in  a  riparian  or  aquatic  area 
then  a  plan  amendment  with  full  NEPA  documentation  should  be 
prepared  rather  than  allowing  the  authorized  officer  to  approve 
such  an  action  with  no  NEPA  compliance. 


Tne  model  stipulations  located  in  Appendix  B  have  some  disturbing 
aspects.   These  stipulations  may  be  waived  by  the  authorized 
officer,  but  the  plan  waiver  clause  never  mentions  the  need  for 
NEPA  compliance  or  public  notification  for  Input  regarding 
stipulation  waivers.   An  oil  and  gas  operator  should  be  made 
aware  1n  tne  lease  that  waivers  can  only  occur  with  public  Input 
and  environmental  analysts,  and  that  a  waiver  is  not  left  solely 
to  the  discretion  of  the  authorized  officer. 

The  plan  failed  to  look  at  a  variety  of  alternatives.   In  etch 
alternative  only  0.51  of  the  lands  are  closed  to  oil  and  gas 
leasing.   The  BLM  fails  to  make  any  determination  on  whether 
lands  are  suitable  for  oil  and  gas  leasing.   All  lands  that  are 
legally  available  for  leasing  are  open  to  leasing.   Many  of  these 
lands  are  not  suitable  for  oil  and  gas  development  and  thus 
should  not  be  leased. 

Bin  has  also  left  many  sensitive  areas  opened  to  mineral  entry 
and  sale.   None  of  tne  characteristics  that  the  Bin  is  trying  to 
protect  1n  the  ACECs  are  either  compatible  with  mineral  entry  or 


Dave  Taliaferro 
December  4,  1989 
Page  Three 

sale.   Why  then  has  the  BLH  left  many  of  these  areas  open  to  the 
possi  ble  development  of  a  hardrock  or  aggregate  rock  mines?   It 
seems  absolutely  absurd  that  a  plan  would  permit  these  activities 
instead  of  prohibiting  then  within  tne  ACECs.   For  example,  under 
tnis  tne  proposed  plan,  the  BLM  would  nave  to  allow  such  activi- 
ties as  large  open  pit  gold  mines  in  tne  San  Luis  Hills  ACEC  and 
sand  extraction  operations  in  tne  Sand  Castle  ACEC. 


91-9 


91-10 


Tne  plan  falls  to  provide  any  real  alternatives  with  regards  to 
f oca  table  minerals  and  minerals  materials.   The  most  any  alterna- 
t i ve  looks  at  closing  tc  mineral  entry  is  a  scant  31  of  tne 
Resource  Area.   Alternatives  vary  from  11  to  31,  or  1n  otner 
words,  basically  no  difference.   With  regards  to  mineral  dis- 
posal, the  most  any  alternative  closes  is  just  161  of  the 
Resource  Area  under  the  Natural  Resource  Enhancement  Alternative. 
Alternatives  vary  from  11  to  161.   Once  again  the  difference  in 
alternatives  is  negligible. 

Rio  Grande  Wild  and  Scenic  River 

Although  the  Colorado  Environmental  Coalition  1s  in  total  support 
of  the  designation  of  the  Rio  Grande  as  a  Wild  and  Scenic  River, 
we  do  feel  that  tne  analysis  in  the  plan  Is  inadequate.   The  BLM 
through  this  plan  must  develop  a  document  which  can  stand  on  Its 
own  as  a  Congressional  E1S.   Items  that  must  be  addressed  in  such 
a  plan  1 nc 1 ude : 

-What  quantity  of  water  would  be  necessary  to  protect  the 
outstandingly  remarkable  characteristics  of  the  river. 

-What  effects,  if  any,  would  this  water  right  have  on  the 
Rio  Grande  Compact. 

-An  explanation  of  why  this  very  junior  water  would  not 
effect  an  existing  senior  water  right,  even  If  a  change  in  use  or 
point  of  diversion  was  to  occur. 

-What  the  BLM  envisions  as  Its  needs  for  private  property 
acquisition,  scenic  easements  and  public  access  easements. 

By  providing  this  Information,  the  BLM  would  alleviate  much  of 
the  local  fear  and  concern  which  has  surfaced  over  this  Issue, 
and  would  enhance  tne  opportunity  of  tne  river  gaining  a  future 
wild  and  scenic  designation. 

n<  j o  We  also  have  major  concerns  regarding  how  the  BLM  conducted  its 
**  '  "  '*-  I  eliglbil  i  ty  and  suitability  analysis  for  study  segment  B.   This 
section  of  river  is  obviously  eligible  for  the  designation.   It 
is  free-flowing  and  possesses  many  outstanding  remarkable  charac- 
teristics.  This  segment  of  river  contains  a  sheer-walled  canyon 
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of  volcanic  rock  known  as  the  Upper  Box.  The  lower  section, 
recommended  for  designation,  contains  a  similar  feature. 

The  Browning  Hills  section  Is  a  very  natural  area  that  offers 
raptor  nesting  areas  and  topographic  relief  that  would  help 
diversify  the  resources  found  in  tne  recommended  section. 
Section  B  also  offers  outstanding  flat-water  boating 
oppprtuni  ties  and  contains  incredible  vistas  of  Blanca  Peak  and 
tne  Culebra  Range.   The  BlK  should  recommend  tne  12.3  miles  of 
river  found  in  segment  B  for  Wild  and  Scenic  River  designation. 

Pal  eon tol oglcal  Resources 


The  plan  identified  Clayton  Cone  as  a  fossil  collecting  area. 
Tne  plan,  however,  provides  no  analysis  of  what  adverse  effects 
this  collecting  may  have  on  the  fossil  resources  found  at  Clayton 
Cone.   The  plan  fails  to  state  whether  Clayton  Cone  is  of 
Interest  to  universities  or  colleges  as  a  potential  area  for 
future  research.   The  plan  fails  to  state  whether  the  area  has 
any  unique  fossil  resource  which  may  provide  insight  in  the 
evolutionary  process  or  to  the  flora  or  fauna  of  the  period  which 
the  area  represents. 

No  analysis  has  been  conducted  on  whether  Clayton  Cone  1s  best 
suited  for  public  fossil  collecting  or  1f  it  would  be  better 
served  as  protected  area  where  no  collecting  would  be  allowed. 
CEC  is  opposed  to  having  public  fossil  collecting  areas  unless  it 
can  be  proven  that  this  collecting  will  not  have  a  negative 
Impact  on  tne  paleontol ogicel  resources.   The  BLM  has  failed  to 
provide  this  fundamental  and  vital  information  1n  the  RMP. 


91-15 
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Riparian  Resource  Management 

CEC  1s  impressed  with  the  plan's  riparian  management  program. 
The  BLM  is  placing  increased  emphasis  on  protecting  and  enhancing 
riparian  areas.   We  are  particularly  pleased  to  see  the  mandate 
for  improving  the  quality  of  400  acres  of  riparian  areas  to  an 
excellent  condition. 

Our  one  concern  regarding  riparian  management  is  the  1.413  acres 
of  lands  identified  in  the  plan  with  potential  riparian  habitat. 
If  tnese  lands  are  found  to  either  possess  riparian  vegetation  or 
have  tne  potential  to  become  riparian  areas,  what  will  tne  aoency 
do  with  tnese  areas?  Tne  plan  does  not  say.  The  Final  RMP/E1S 
Should  address  tnis  issue. 


The  RMP  should  also  separate  riverine  areas  from  its  lacustrine 
areas .   Much  of  the  BLKs  wetland  areas  ire    of  a  lacustrine 
rather  tnan  riverine  nature.   Since  different  problems  and 
management  techniques  are  associated  with  these  two  type  of 
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wetlands,  the  plan  should  address  these  areas  separately.   For 
example  streambank  erosion  can  be  very  problematic  in  a  disturbed 
riverine  area,  while  many  types  of  waterfowl  prefer  lacustrine 
environment  over  a  riverine  environment.   Since  the  San  Luis  area 
has  substantial  acreage  of  both  riverine  and  lucustrine  environ- 
ments, management  goals  may  vary  considerably.   The  plan  would  be 
more  complete  and  comprehensive  1f  these  areas  were  addressed 
separately  rather  than  lumped  together  under  the  riparian 
category. 

Livestock  Grazing  Management 

We  question  whether  the  BLM  1s  being  realistic  1n  its  prediction 
of  a    10,000  AUM  increase  in  forage  production.   This  could  only 
be  achieved  through  the  use  of  intensive  grazing  management 
techni  ques .   Intensive  grazing  management  often  involves  high 
densities  of  fencing,  water  tanks,  and  other  range  improvements. 
It  also  can  Involve  the  frequent  rotation  of  cattle,  the  use  of 
fertilizers.  Irrigation  or  planting  of  non-native  species  of 
grasses.   Tne  plan  fails  to  mention  which  of  these  techniques 
would  be  used  and  the  impacts  that  these  developments  would  have 
on  other  resources. 


Although  we  are  happy  that  wildlife  was  taken  Into  consideration 
for  increases  in  forage  production,  we  would  prefer  to  see  a 
greater  percentage  of  the  Increases  going  to  wildlife  rather  than 
livestock.   Basically,  the  plan  needs  to  come  up  with  a  more 
realistic  livestock  management  scenario  for  the  1 1  f e  of  this 
plan.   with  the  limits  of  federal  budgets,  the  more  or  less 
steady  demand  for  red  meat  and  tne  adverse  impacts  associated 
with  an  intensive  grazing  infrastructure,  the  BLM  is  not  being 
realistic  in  Its  projections. 


It  comes  down  to  whether  the  BLM  wishes  to  have  a  plan  that  can 
be  implemented  or  a  document  which  gathers  dust  on  a  store  room 
shelf.   The  BLM  needs  to  rethink  its  grazing  management  scenario 
outline  in  the  plan.   We  realize  that  the  BLM  is  using  the 
earl ier  San  Luis  Grazing  EIS  in  developing  Its  predictions. 

I  Since  the  Final  San  Luis  Resource  Area  Grazing  Management  EIS 
came  out  1n  the  late  1970's  how  much  of  the  increase  predicted 
has  been  realized?   The  increase  that  has  occurred  during  the 
p35T  10  years  may  give  a  better  indication  of  what  the  likely 
increase  would  be  over  the  life  of  tnis  plan. 
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We  have  other  recommendations  regarding  grazing.   tny  Increase  in 
forage  production  within  the  Los  Mogotes  or  Trickle  Mountain 
ACECs  should  be  dedicated  to  wildlife.   Both  of  these  areas  are 
being  given  an  ACEC  designation  because  of  tneir  wildlife 
resources .   It  seems  only  natural  that  any  increases  in  forage 
should  be  dedicated  to  wildlife  priorities  rather  tnan  livestock. 
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In  fact,  if  current  livestock  use  of  these  areas  is  adversely 
affecting  wildlife,  tnar,  tne  BLM  should  consider  cutting  back 
livestock  numbers  to  better  protect  tne  wildlife. 

The  BLM  should  examine  methods  of  excluding  livestock  from 
riparian  areas  as  well  as  state  that  any  increases  in  the  number 
of  livestock  cannot  be  to  the  detriment  of  wildlife. 

Forest  and  U'oodland  Management 

The  BLM  has  failed  to  examine  the  need  to  protect  old  growth 
forest  resource  on  its  lands.   Tne  plan  needs  to  Include  an 
Inventory  of  old  growth  acreage  and  must  examine  what  percentage 
of  this  acreage  will  be  left  in  this  condition.   Certain  wildlife 
species  must  have  old  growth  forest  to  meet  their  habitat 
requirements.   The  BLM  has  proposed  to  cut  981  of  its  commercial 
forest  lands  and  961  of  its  productive  operable  woodlands  on  a 
sustained  yield  basis.   This  policy  will  leave  virtually  no  old 
growth  areas  on  BLM  lands  within  the  Rio  Grande  drainage. 

The  BLM  needs  to  examine  a  more  balanced  approach  to  forest  and 
woodland  management  which  will  allow  for  not  only  harvesting  of 
timber  resources  but  also  protection  of  forest  values,  such  as 
visual  quality,  wildlife  habitat,  watershed,  recreational 
opportunity  and  old  growth. 

Land  and  Realty  Management 

We  recommend  one  change  in  the  proposal  for  potential  acquisition 
areas.   Lands  along  the  west  side  of  the  Great  Sand  Dune  National 
Monument  should  be  Included  as  potential  land  acquisition  sites. 
The  current  land  ownership  within  the  proposed  Sand  Castle  AC  E  C 
and  the  rest  of  the  western  flank  of  tne  Great  Sand  Dunes  has 
high  concentrations  of  Paleo-lndian  cultural  sites.   Currently 
land  ownership  in  tne  area  is  a  mix  of  BLM,  state  school  lands, 
and  private  lands.   If  the  BLM  could  block  up  ownership  1n  this 
area,  it  would  better  protect  these  nationally  significant 
cultural  resources. 

We  have  concerns  regarding  the  Taos  345  kv  powerline  corridor. 
This  proposed  corridor  is  not  compatible  with  the  resources  that 
tne  BLM  1s  trying  to  protect  within  the  Rio  Grande  River  Corridor 
and  the  San  Luis  Hills  AC  EC .   Having  large  overhead  powerlines 
going  through  areas  that  BLM  have  slated  for  intensive  recreation 
and  protection  of  natural  characteristics  is  absurd.   The  BLM 
needs  to  examine  alternate  corridor  routes  that  would  avoid  these 
sensitive  areas. 
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areas.   All  tnree  of  these  areas  have  resources  wnlch  would  oe 
aaversely  aflected,  tnerefore,  tne  integrity  of  tne  areas  would 
be  compromised  with  tne  future  construction  of  utility  corridors. 

Areas  of  Special  Concern 

We  are  very  Impressed  with  the  effort  BLM  put  into  identifying 
Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACECs).   Tne  plan, 
however,  falls  to  adequately  protect  the  ACECs  which  were 
designated . 


qj  net  I  Los  Mogotes ,  Sand  Castle,  and  the  Cumbres  and  Toltec  Railroad 
"  Corridor  should  also  be  Included  as  utility  corridor  exception 
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Tne  Blanca  ACEC  contains  significant  wetland  resources.   The  area 
1s  heavily  used  by  waterfowl  as  well  as  recreational  users.   Tne 
BLM,  however,  has  only  placed  seasonal  restrictions  on  oil  and 
gas  development  and  leaves  the  area  opened  to  mineral  sales. 
These  uses  are  not  compatible  with  the  protection  of  the  out- 
standing wildlife  habitat  found  1n  this  area. 


The  Rio  Grande  Corridor  ACEC  was  designated  to  protect  riparian 
areas,  its  recreational  opportunities,  and  outstanding  wildlife 
habitat.   Tne  plan  sennits  mineral  entry  1n  the  northern  portion 
of  this  unit  from  LaOatos  Bridge  to  Lasauses.   This  northern  Dave 
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portion  of  the  ACEC  is  also  left  open  without  any  restrictions  to 
ORV  use.   Mining  and  ORV  use  are  not  compatible  with  the  out- 
standing recreation  and  wildlife  resources  found  1n  the  northern 
pert  of  the  ACEC.   Both  of  these  activities  could  severely  mar 
tne  scenic  and  natural  integrity  of  tnis  area,  thus  adversely 
effecting  wildlife  and  recreation.   These  activities  could  also 
affect  efforts  to  restore  tne  R1o  Grande's  riparian  areas  to  • 
more  natural  and  productive  condition. 
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The  Trickle  Mountain  ACEC  1s  one  of  the  most  outstanding  wildlife 
areas  1n  the  entire  state.   Trickle  Mountain  is  home  to  Colo- 
rado's four  major  big  game  species.   Tne  BLM  will  permit  oil  and 
gas  development  1n  this  area  with  only  seasonal  restrictions, 
mineral  entry,  and  mineral  sales.  Utility  corridors  will  also  be 
permitted.   The  BLM  1s  once  again  permitting  a  number  of  activi- 
ties which  would  have  substantial  adverse  Impacts  on  the  wildlife 
habitat  that  BLM  1s  trying  to  protect. 
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The  Cumbres  and  Toltec  Railroad  ACEC  has  been  designated  to 
protect  tne  vlewshed  of  this  historic  railroad  corridor.   Tne 
plan  leaves  this  area  open  to  mineral  leasing,  mineral  entry,  and 
utility  corridor  construction.   None  of  these  activities  are 
compatible  with  maintaining  the  historical  and  scenic  Integrity 
of  the  Cumbres  and  Toltec  Railroad  Corridor.   Mines,  oil  wells 
and  powerlines  would  mar  the  scenery  that  the  ACEC  is  trying  to 
protect. 

protect  wildlife  habitat  for 
es  fawning  areas  and  critical 
ins  special  plants  in  need  of 
and  gas  leasing,  mineral  entry, 
rs  within  the  Los  Mogotes  area, 
this  unit  most  of  the  year  (a 
e  area  during  the  winter  and 
ides  being  permitted  only  on 
n  Implement  a  white-arrow 
protect  the  area.   Mining,  oil 
uctlon  of  powerlines  or 
the  wildlife  and  special  plants 
in  the  Los  Mogotes  ACEC. 


Los  Mogotes  ACEC  was  designated  to 
four  big  game  species  which  indud 
winter  range.   The  area  also  conta 
protection.   The  plan  permits  oil 
mineral  sales,  and  utility  corrldo 
Uncontrolled  ORV  use  can  occur  1n 
seasonal  restriction  on  much  of  th 
birthing  times).   CEC  supports  veh 
designated  roads.   The  BLM  then  ca 
signing  system  which  would  better 
and  gas  development  and  tne  constr 
pipelines  are  not  compatible  with 
that  are  supposed  to  be  protected 
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The  BLM  has  felled  to  conduct  adequate  analysis  Into  whet  tne 
conseouences  of  menegement  decisions  mede  in  tne  plan  will  have 
on  the  various  resources  that  the  agency  1s  trying  to  protect  1n 
tne  various  ACECs  oesignated  in  tne  plan.   The  BLM  must  do  a  more 
thorough  job  in  addressing  consequences  of  these  decisions.   If  a 
menegement  decision  is  going  to  have  edverse  impacts  on  tne 
resources  tnat  the  agency  wants  tc  protect,  then  changes  in  the 
plan  should  occur. 


Dave  Taliaferro 
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The  Coalition  also  recommends  two  additional  areas  for  ACEC 
designation.   The  Elephant  Rocks  and  Bishop  Rock  are  both  well 
deserving  of  ACEC  designation.   Elephant  Rocks  contains  rare 
p] ants  and  outstanding  scenery.   The  plan  states  on  page  2-42 

[ tjhe  site  may  require  special  management  to  help  conserve  these 
plants  and  to  retain  tne  visual  Integrity  of  Elephants  Rocks 
themselves.   If  tne  site  does  need  special  manegement,  it  should 
be  designated  an  ACEC.   An  ACEC  gives  the  BLM  more  flexibility  1n 
managing  the  aree  to  protect  these  special  features.   In  fact,  a 
management  plan  specific  to  the  area  must  be  prepared.  We  also 
support  Including  the  wagon  ruts  as  an  historic  resource  addition 
to  the  Elephant  Rocks  ACEC. 

CEC  recommends  that  Bishop  Rock  be  designated  an  ACEC.   Bishop 
Rock  contains  significant  rock  art  and  the  outstanding  scenery  of 
the  Bishop  Rock  Itself.   The  area  would  benefit  from  the  protec- 
tion an  ACEC  would  offer  the  area.   ACEC  designation  would  also 
be  a  selling  point  to  Congress  if  the  BLM  wanted  to  consolidate 
land  holdings  in  the  aree  to  better  protect  the  rock  art  sites 
along  Dry  Creek. 

Recreation  Management 

CEC  supports  the  designation  of  the  R1o  Grande  Corridor  and  the 
Blanca  Wildlife  Area  as  Special  Recreation  Management  Areas 
(SRMA).   Both  of  these  areas  receive  Intensive  recreational  use 
and  would  be  better  maneged  and  protected  with  the  SRMA  designa- 
tion. 
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Our  major  concerns  regarding  recreational  use  center  around  ORV 
use  restriction.   These  restrictions  are  totally  Inadequate. 
Almost  the  entire  Resource  Aree  1s  left  open  to  uncontrolled 
off-roed  vehicle  use.   This  1s  not  e  prudent  menegement  decision. 
CEC,  at  most,  can  only  support  very  limited  areas  being  left  open 
to  ORV  use.   In  order  to  protect  the  outstanding  resources  found 
on  these  BLM  lands,  much  stricter  controls  on  ORV  use  need  to  be 
Implemented.   ORVs  can  destroy  vegetative  cover,  wildlife  habitat 
and  make  arees  undesirable  for  other  forms  of  recreational  use. 
We  recommend  a  complete  reworking  of  this  section  of  tne  plan  to 
better  protect  the  resources  from  the  destructive  use  of  ORVs. 


Visual  Resource  Manegement 


We  question  why  no  areas  have  been  given  a  Class  I  Visual 
Resource  Management  designation.   We  recommend  three  arees  be 
given  this  designation 

1)  The  area  around  the  Great  Sand  Dunes  National  Monument 
deserves  this  designation.   Great  Sand  Dunes  is  a  resource  of 
nattonel  significance  and  in  order  to  protect  the  viewshed  seen 
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We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  San  Luis 
Resource  Management  Plan  ana  Environmental  Impact  St>t.M.t    u 
hope  tnat  ,ou  will  g,,e  serious  consileratlon'to  the   Irtls 

iwa\:i  ;?ni,rePi:rniea  in  our  "«»»■  »  "•* '°-'< ». 


yours 


Kirk  Koepsel    / 
Puolic  Lanos  Coordinator 
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Canon  City  District  Office 
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Canon  City,  CO  61212 


11  December  1989 


I 'ear  Mr.  Taliaferro'- 


I  have  reviewed  the  draft  San  Luis  RMP  and  offer  the  following 
comments  for  your  consideration. 
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In  general  the  draf 
is  better  for  wild! 
has  increased  the  t 
precluded  areas  and 
benefit  wildlife.  V 
populations  and  pro 
healthy  herds  as  we 
landowner  conflict 
date  Kiay  potential 
the  exclusion  dates 
prevent  problems  at 
areas  will  benefit 


t  appears  to  have  addressed  past  concerns  and 
ife  resources   The  minerals  management  section 
otal  numoer  of  acres  to  be  placed  under  NSO. 
seasonal  use  restrictions,  which  can  only 
inter  range  is  very  important  to  wildlife 
tection  from  disturbance  will  help  maintain 
11  as  reduce  potential  tig  game  private 
.  However,  1  do  think  that  the  March  31  ending 
y  impact  herds  during  some  winters.  Extending 
to  December  15  through  April  15  would  help 
a  critical  time  period.  Protecting  birthing 
those  species  identified  in  the  plan. 


Riparian  areas  constitute  important  wildlife  habitat,  and  we 
support  protection  of  these  areas  from  rigths-of -ways  and  other 
activities.  We  also  support  modifications  of  grazing  allotment 
plans  to  enhance  and  protect  riparian  habitats. 

1  was  glad  to  see  that  the  AUM's  have  been  allocated  differently 
than  presented  in  the  last  draft.  Available  forage  is  now  divided 
in  a  80/40  split,  with  605.  to  nonlivestock  uses.  We  support  these 
efforts  by  the  BLM  to  enhance  public  resources  on  public  lands. 
Wildlife  and  other  natural  resource  values  will  be  enhanced  and 
/or  protected  with  this  management  direction. 


0£CiBTf.'£',T  or  \~~'jz*;  RESOURCES  H>mie:  J  B»ny  =•«:«:..«  0<'ec:or 

WILDLIFE  COmk^SSOn  GtCSt  ViO«n6t*;  Cn*"m«n  .  fiot»r  L  fit-atfiOcgti   v.c«  Cn»irm*r>  •  Wiilum  R  HeciWg  Secretary 
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We  support  the  protection  and  development  of  Elanca  WHA.  and  other 
wetland  areas  on  ELK  in  the  valley.  These  are  verv  important 
habitats  for  wildlife  and  the  San  Luis  Valley  supports  the  best 
waterfowl  production  areas  in  the  state  of  Colorado. 

I  noticed  that  this  draft  has  shied  away  from  discussing  thermal 
and  hiding  cover  in  regards  to  forested  lands.  I  hope  this  does 
not  reflect  management  intentions  concerning  timber  harvest  and 
planning.  Although  this  topic  is  a  nard  one  to  get  a  handle  on.  it 
none  the  less  is  very  important  to  wildlife  populations  to  plan  in 
order  to  ensure  adequate  haDitat  with  good  spatial  relationships. 
Vie  would  encourage  the  BLM  to  attempt  to  provide  for  at  least  some 
minimum  cover  requirement  guidelines  to  be  developed  at  some 
future  time. 


We  support  the  proposed  OHV  use  restrictions  on  important  wildlife 
areas.  This  plan  has  increased  the  acres  under  limited  use.  and 
this  will  be  a  positive  step  for  wildlife. 


92-3 


92-4 


The  BLM  should  consider  what  steps  might  be  possible  to  help 
protect  the  colony  of  Brazilian  free-tailed  bats  (  Tadanda 
brasiliensis  )  at  the  Orient  Mine.  This  is  a  very  unique 
situation,  the  northern  most  known  colony  of  predominately  male 
bats  of  this  species  known  in  the  world.  I  realize  that  the  land 
is  privately  owned,  but  it  is  almost  totally  surrounoed  by  BLM 
land.  The  Biack  Canyon  designation  will  nelp  protect  this  area,  at 
least  from  the  east.  If  I  read  your  maps  correctly,  woodland 
timber  harvest  would  only  occur  to  the  south  around  Gamer  Creek. 
Seasonal  use  restrictions  around  the  site  would  be  of  great 
benefit  to  protecting  the  roost  site,  say  from  1  June  through  31 
October.  This  is  the  time  period  when  the  bats  are  using  the  mine. 
I  would  be  more  than  happy  to  work  with  you  on  this  subject  if  you 
.a£ree  that  additional  special  considerations  are  warranted. 
Aoditionally.  there  is  little   specific  attention  for  nongame 
species  in  the  draft  plan.  The  ELM  has  very  important  nongame 
wildlife  resources  under  its  care  in  the  valley,  the  above  being 
just  one  of  the  standouts. 


Dave  Kenvin,  one  of  our  local  district  wildlife  managers,  asked  me 
about  a  verbal  agreement  with  the  r-M  to  prevent  livestock  grazing 
in  one  of  the  La  Garita  Bighorn  Sheep  areas.  However,  this  is 
something  that  would  be  discussed  under  the  allotment  grazing 
management  plan  for  that  particular  allotment,  as  I  understand  the 
process. 


Overall,  the  plan  looks  pretty  good  and  if  anything,  leans  more 
towards  the  resource  protection  end  than  most  other  plans  I  havt 
reviewed  from  multiple  use  agencies.  Thank  you  for  the  opportunity 
to  comment  on  the  revised  draft,  if  you  have  any  questions 
regarding  these  comments,  please  give  me  a  call. 

Sincerely, 

HvOlXUj.  AJcu^e 

Kirk  W.  Navo 
Habitat  Biologist 
Monte  Vista  office 
(719)  862-4783 
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Decemoer  5.  1989 


Mr.  Dove  Taliaferro 

IMP  Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Canon  City  District  Office 

P.O.  Box  1171 

Canon  City,  Colorado  81212 

Dear  Mr.  Taliaferro: 

We  have  completed  our  review  of  the  Draft  San  Luis  Resource  Management 
Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  statement  (Plan/OS) .  We  are  responding  on 
behalf  of  the  U.S.  Public  Health  Service. 

There  are  currently  two  land  use  management  plans  covering  the  San  Luis 
Resource  Area,  and  several  BXK  EA's  and  EIS's  exist  for  various  program 
activities  in  the  planning  area.  We  recognize  that  these  overlapping 
plans  ray  address  our  comments,  however,  because  this  Plan/EIS  provides 
direction  for  management  for  the  next  15  to  20  years,  we  believe  that  it 
should  specifically  address  appropriate  planned  mitigative  efforts  related 
to  increased  recreational  use,  public  safety  around  hazardous  areas,  and 
increased  unauthorized  dumping.  We  offer  the  following  comments  regarding 
these  issues. 

The  resource  area  provides  a  significant  amount  of  dispersed  recreation 
opportunities,  and  this  is  expected  to  increase  at  a  rate  of  about  6.9 
'  percent  per  decade.  While  this  Plan/EIS  indicates  that  "intensive 
recreation  management**  would  maintain  recreation  opportunities,  it  does 
not  specifically  address  potential  impacts  on  the  environment  or  health 
and  safety.  General  topics  of  concern  include  garbage  collection  and 
disposal,  restroom  facilities,  and  safe  drinking  water.  What  facilities 
are  planned,  or,  if  the  area  is  to  remain  in  a  primitive  setting,  what 
guidance  will  be  given  to  recreationist  regarding  these  environmental 
health  concerns. 


On  page  2-58,  we  note  that  man-nade  hazards  vary  from  area  to  area  within 
the  planning  area,  and  "a  more  detailed  inventory  is  needed  to  determine 
the  nature  of  these  hazards  (content,  size,  value,  toxicity,  etc.)." 
While  many  of  these  sites  have  been  identified  and  barriers  and  signs  have 
been  posted,  there  were  no  plans  noted  for  further  study.  Mitigation 
plans  should  be  identified  in  the  Final  Plan/EIS  regarding  human  health 
and  safety  and  the  identification  of  additional  hazardous  areas,  including 
abandoned  mine  shafts  which  are  expected  to  be  in  the  area. 
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sutad  that  unauthorized  dunping  appears  to  be  on  the  increase 
primarily  because  sane  authorized  landfills  are  inconvenient  to  use  and 
dunping  fees  are  required  en  some.     Without  implementing  appropriate 
mitigation  plans,   these  problems  will  probably  worsen  ^ConSSrat^, 
S^l'S^  mtl9aUVe  "^  <*"  **>  ^P  -*-  tnis  prcble, 

TVank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  cenrant  on  this  Plan/EIS 
Please  insure  that  we  are  included  on  your  sailing  list  to  receiCr,'^^ 
of  the  final  decent,   and  future  DOS^hi*  ^  InScate^en-!^^ 

Sincerely  yours, 

Kenneth  W.  Holt,   K.S.E.H. 
Environmental  Health  Scientist 
Center  for  Environmental  Health 
and  Injury  Control 
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Dave    Taliaferro 

RMP   Team    Leader 

BLM-Caiion   City    District    Office 

P.O.Box    1)71 

Canon  City,  CO   81212 


Dear  Mr.  Taliaferro, 


1  am  writing  regarding  the  BLM • a  draft  Resource 
Management  PlBn  and  EIS  for  the  San  Lui6  Valley.  Overall,  the 
plan  appears  to  be  a  very  good  one  and  1  sincerely  thank  you 
for  your  efforts  in  drafting  it.  However,  there  are  some 
changes  that  could  be  made  that  would  make  it  an  even  better 
plan . 


Please  add  Elephant  Rocks  and  Bishop  Rock  to  the  list  of 
ACEC's.  TheBe  areas  deserve  inclusion  because  of  their  unique 
formations,  historical  formations,  and  the  presence  of  many 
species  of  rare  plants. 


Also,   to   protect   these   lands   adequately   no   mineral 
leasing  or  off-road  vehicle  use  should  be  allowed.   Crazing  of 
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lixestor-k  as  well  as  permitting  |.<«.n  lines  lu  be  L'on»iruii«g 
should  be  totally  prohibited  in  these  areas.  These  activities 
are  evtrememl)  destructive  to  the  land  itself  and  are 
inhibitory  to  the  ability  of  the  majority  of  people  to  enjoy 
these  lands. 
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Finally,  1  am  asking  that  approximately  12  miles  of  the 
Rio  Crande  River  extending  north  to  the  Lasauces  Cemetery  be 
added  to  the  6.8  miles  that  the  BLM  has  recommended  for  Wild 
and  Scenic  designation.  This  section  is  rich  in  vegetation 
and  wildlife  and  offers  many  recreational  opportunities  such 
as  river  rafting,  bi rdwatchl ng ,  hiking  and  camping. 
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155b  East  Lake  Place 
Littleton.  CO  80121 
Decenoer  7,  1989 


Re:  San  Luis  Valley  Resource  Management  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 
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Mr.  Dave  Taliaferro 

BLK-Canon  City  District  Office 

P.O.  Box  1171 

Canon  City.  CO  81212 

Oear  Sir: 

We  are  irnting  you  to  express  our  ideas  and  concerns  about  preservation  of 
BLK  open  lands  in  me  San  Luis  valley  for  posterity.  First.  we  thank  you  for 
reconmendino  einht  ACEC's  in  tnis  fiesnurrp  Ares,  out  b^li^ve  *n<1  fea»-  th#t  they 
will  not  oe'adequately  protected  fro*  incompatible  uses.  We  insist  that  to  pro- 
">-t  all  tnese  areas  as  really  untrannaled.  natural,  unspoiled  and  beautiful,  the 
BLK  must  pronibit  all  or  any  mineral  leasing,  nineral  entry  and  off -road  vehicle 
use.  These  would  really  be  basically  incompatible. 

We  intensely  recommend  that  the  BLM  add  the  Elephant  Rocks  area,  located  north 
of  Del  Norte,  to  your  lis:  of  ACEC's  because  it  is  also  unique  as  to  rock  formations 
and  many  species  of  rare  plants. 


We  have  felt  for  years  that  the  BLM  has  pemltted  their  grazing  policies  to 
get  out  of  control  in  many  areas  with  over-grazing  to  the  extent  of  severe  ecological 
damage  and  recommend  a  new  concept  be  established,  that  you  dedicate  new  forage 
created  by  range  improvement  for  wildlife  instead  of  livestock. 


Another  issue  of  concern  is  what  we  consider  as  inadequate  designation  of  the 
Rio  Grande  River  for  Wild  and  Scenic  status.  Tne  8.8  miles  you  have  recommended 
In  Colorado,  from  the  Labatos  Bridge  south  to  tne  New  Mexico  border,  is  great,  and 
we  thank  you  for  it.  However.  In  view  of  tne  fact  that  12.3  more  miles  of  the  river 
extending  northward  to  the  Lescauces  Cemetery  flows  through  country  which  Is  rich 
in  riparian  habitat,  we  urge  you  to  extend  your  Wild  and  Scenic  designation  to  t 
total  of  21.1  miles  in  Colorado.  We  understand  that  the  raptor  population  In  this 
region  Is  as  great  as  that  found  in  the  Birds  of  Prey  area  of  the  Snake  River  In 
Idaho  and  offers  marvelous  river  recreational  opportunities. 

Sincerely  yours, 
^~     '  Laurence  M/  Curfier,  M.D. 
Mrs.  L.  M.  Currier 
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Canon  City 

Dear  Sir; 

I   recent 1 y   rtci»v«d   a  f  1 yer  from 

conctrm  ng  tnt  Resource  nar.agement  PI  an  f  Dr  the 
Tnev  naif  #  number  of  points  of  which  you  »re 
doubt  *M*rfc.  1  would  liie  to  comment  on  those 
f  ami  1 i ar  with.  It  was  encouraging  tc  see  the  num 
"cfesi  gnated  At  ACCC.  Though  I  can*  t  vouch  -for  the  i  mpc  t*r,ct 
of  the  Clephant  Ro;»  s  region,  :t  obviously  ll  better  to  protect 
than  regret  it's  1  oss  1 ater .  Anc  we  h*ve 
Show  that  f  ragi  1  e  :»nrj  not  pro*.  ected  iron. 
mining  can  be  devastated.  Furthor ,  tht= 
com;. let!,  incompatible  with 
ironn.ents.     Its  r*r§.-    wner  finer  .Oc».  and 


Coal  1 1 1  or. 
Luis   Valley 


a^ea^ 


something   now  ratner 
too   ffitny  e:.amples  to 

oao   vehi cl e«   o-  mini r 
proposed    Taos    powerline 
inta 


op\} ons  more  sui table  cannot  be  found. 
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Of  greater  concern  to  me  is  the  grazing  of  livestocl  on  public 
land.  Having  lived  nearly  2C  yea*-s  in  the  southwest  and  spent 
much  of  it  out  of  doors,  I  have  seer,  the  effect  of  cat  tie  glared 
on  &LM  1  and.  The  ranchers  carry  substantial  political  cl out  and 
the  patterns  have  beer,  in  place  for  generations.  Still,  it 
appears  to  be  time  to  recognize  our  errors  and  t*».e  whatever 
action  is  necessary  tD  preserve  wr.at  we  have  left. 

F lease  consi der  the  requests  of  the  many  concerned  organ i rat i ons 
and  individuals  as  plans  and  oecisions  *re  being  made.  Than,  you 
for  your  time  and  the  valuable  wort  you  do. 


Paul  W.  not singer 
Director 
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December  13,  1989 


Mr.  David  Taliaferro 

RXP  Tean  Leader 

bureau  of  Land  Management 

Canon  City  District  Office 

P-O.  Box  mi 

Canon  City,  CO  81212 


twar  Mr.  Taliaferro: 


Corroents  on  the  Draft  San  Luis 

Environ6  "•"■«•■•'*  M-n  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 


the  ab^^S^'^^-^concern  with  the  portion  of 
Grande  near  the  Colorado-New  MexicoPst«.^  oesi*n"'   the  Rio 
-SCe-iuc  river  under  the  National  Kifd  »*2  I     ' ■ "  a  wil°"  •"* 
strongly  encourage  you  not  to  rt-.T   f   Scenic  River  System   we 
following  reasonl:      BOi   t0  desl9n"e  the  Rio  Grande  for  the 

••  ■■f«e-f[owing°»Cr„Mf.1"  th"  reach  «»«  hardly  be  describe. 


'■"•  Tu:ialcrro 

ri3c  2 

U.-ez&.r  13,  iSg9 

ability  to  utilize  its 
f  -  o. . 


-apportioned  share  of  the  ri 
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thereto   are^roRsslyro,n^-^roCp°?:a°:dFanr?hend   »ib"""« 
Y""   le9al    ri9nts    to   <!>  t        ihe","«    substantially 

"water   in   the  streac.  er   ln  "°"   years   than  there 


g""'  to  P«"«  th.  riverhw!thinrKew%?::rco!n  COl°"d0   4» 

»rinistr.ti::%^trolUo^^^  river'wo^T""  Pla"  "»*   "" 
hands   cf    the  Tacs   Resource   Manaaeion-    ^  "*   Placed    in   "» 

■f-nd   to  be  unacceptable  "anagement  «e«,    a   situation  which  we 
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r  "«ignat!onhasfinfpr-v4ienownir^  the  river  "Tidor  proposed 
res:st  the  concept  that  the  "federal  aLL*"*  We  sP«i'i«lly  P  '°" 
b^-nd  use  control,  and  r^ctlo^^^^^^jnd 


cendemn  prlvat^ifnclf5^1^^"^  5"  all°WS  >°Ur  a^ncy  to 
resist  a  designation  which  would  then  tlT^'      Ue   "rongly 
Pr:v»te  property.  ld  thcn  Pernit  *-he  condemnation  of 


of  a  few  f^Lr.r*rnhd«.  no"  h*  **"?'«  S01^   <«  «,.  benefi- 
liable  values  «.^^^&^^2^E^"*•"•  °"»a"dA 


as  well  through  a  special  res£ur«  mfn,""  "'  """P^hed  just 
protect  th.  existing  v,lu.™„t  SouJS  IITX*   ""  uhich  u°"ld 
burdens  and  restrictions  on  the  ci?i«.«  J  ?°"  the  °"«ous 
i^_a_n.tional  wild  and  scenic  river"ou!d  impose"  *"*  "'"'* 


proposed  designation  "the  tSFSXF*   Plan  e"»"Hshes  that  the 
bOM.'it  to  our  regicr.  n   «   «C  "  """"  have  n0  «ononic 
icstrictions  without  any  be*ef"s       °"  tD  inpcse  the«  new 
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Kr.  .'alia.'errc 

.^ge  5 

Lccc.ri.cr    13,    1569 

Zjfii   rKtob?niCr:fer:nc:S%^cu-e^nd!.Rwn:fiStUtly  "eP°"< 
isneres  existing  water  use  an5  w-7.  1J.vho"y   inadequate,      it 

conclusions  which  .£»"rr«tE  £  SPl**  -"t*'      2t  «""»• 

consider  the  bulk  of   thH.pacw  t^botJ  ,*""  and   U   'all«  «° 
er.viroM.nt.  within  the  SantS  v^m"  th*  n"ural   and  hu»» 

vithdr:wr?tSrr;io^eyndr^onttohde.^n.tBeUr^eU  2  *T  ""»'-« 
Cclorado-New  Mexico  stateline  .«  I  S??5       D*  Rl°  Crande  above  the 
-.stead  marag.  the  are.  piquant  t^tffl  m.^geme'n^u. . 

Very  truly  yours. 
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Taos,    hm   E7571 

Decen.L.t-r     ;£.     !  5P9 

Dove-    Tail  i  a.  erro 

Bureau   tjf    Land   M*nao/e>ment 

Canon   Cilv    District 

PD   Bob    1171 

Lof.or  City.  Ccloraco  81212 

Dear  Mr.  Talia4errot 

This  is  to  recorc  mv  support  tor  the  Natural  Resource 
Enhancement  Management  Plan  as  the  necessary  ano  appropriate  plan  +or 
manacing  the  San  Luis  Resource  hret    in  southern  Colorado.   1  believe 
tnat  wildlife  protection  ana  tne  ooal  o*  «cqL:rinc  scenic  or 
protective  easements  on  the  east  siOe  o<  the  river  should  be  included 
in  the  Resource  Management  Plan. 

As  the  Resource  Management  Plan  shons.  excessive  and/or 
untimely  recreational  use  o<  the  Upper  Rio  Grande  bar.    Hat.    created 
pressures  on  raptor  and  water  ,o»l  poou! *t i ons.   Reoulation  o<  the 
recreational  boating  season  Is  necessary  to  Drevent  oermanent  and 
irreversible  damage  to  the  wildlife  in  the  area. 
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The   Rio   Grande   between    Lobatos    Briooe    and    the    New   Ciexioc 
state    line   should    be    aoi=i  m  st  ered    as    i «    it    had    received    Wild    and 
Scenic    designation;       1    nooe    tr.at    the    6LM   will    support    such 
designation   by   Congress. 

Sincerely    youre, 


John    K.    Mj-te 


106 


. ...     106 

-_/*«,sL, aL*0—  -J-o     a.  Kc~_   ^«»x.P  r  ul'l-l. . 

1 06-4  _fc.-B\t>c.  »J*a Irf.k..  J£<?f_     g^^o    cL^r^s_ 


J2o  ^  JTaLifh  c« 


fill     Co^CX.   D-si.^ 
p£fto(     117/ 


106-5 


J^JAto-LCLS&Q^. .._. 


JJ*-ar  A'-  Tu\J&rwt 


/A!s     k4i*r   ,3   ;.-.    <>■  (y>cH- g/ »*&■   s4.fc? 


106-1 


l^//. 


-^ 


LC^f>U 


/lOc      [jS#n        fn=r,l"rlc-d.      ~H-aJ   a/  4£* 


*3 


106-2 


:  106-3 


u-  aL»  Jjj  -KJ-  L    olL 


()t\-  ■rnu.ro*.>*ji*\\\ 


(Q>~. 


-J** 


¥- 


G, 


y- 


'  *-cS£;      £U**^   4ti  "^Ce 


_i_S_ 


i-Uhi. "rf-cz*    r>,is.-LU^ 


t'^clveU      <0ftiAy    r*  :****!    Uc-.^ c^ 


t>l  <  ~S  ra  I 


¥" 


l«f> 


J*. 


4tf    n^mkfrs       <if      li^sLrL      altcr*-^    c^  ~K> 


£  l    ►**  f        a  ■SrrL      A-i 


[a,^     Ovr    a)/,-  o^^5      ^w^,^  4  fhsLdz 


4f 


~Tiia*h    yc.j     /"/\      oi. 


ZZtlM^JL 


107-1 


RIO  GRANDE  WATER  CONSERVATION  DISTRICT 

I090C  hiOmaat  160  [IS  -  fc.AM0Si  C0L0AA0C    iuoi  9111 
»w,  i„™,  .'■>   »9  6)0  fr<„  s.,.««,  ills  6bs:;u 


December   19,    1989 


107 

Ji>*    i-»W«l' 

UlII  UMM0S 
U«*  MIM 


107 


Mr.  David  Taliaferro 

RMP  Teas  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Canon  City  District  Office 

P.O.  Box  1171 

Canon  City,  CO  81212 


Dear  Mr.  Taliaferro: 


Comments  on  the  Draft  San  Luis 
Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 


These  comments  are  submitted  pursuant  to  the  instructions 
contained  in  your  public  notice  dated  September  29,  1988,  and 
relate  to  the  draft  San  Luis  Valley  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement.   These  comments  are  submitted  on 
behalf  of  the  Rio  Grande  Water  Conservation  District,  a  public 
agency  of  the  State  of  Colorado  established  pursuant  to  C.R.S. 
537-48-101,  si  SfiOj.,  with  responsibility  for  the  conservation  and 
management  of  the  water  resources  of  the  Rio  Crande  drainage  in 
Colorado.   Me  have  reviewed  your  Resource  Managenent  Plan  with  an 
eye  toward  its  water  use  aspects,  and  we  will  leave  other 
comments  to  separate  governmental  agencies  in  the  San  Luis 
Valley.   Our  comments  will  relate  to  three  separate  issues  within 
the  planning  documents  and  the  appendix.   The  first  comments 
relate  to  your  proposal  to  designate  portions  of  the  lower  Rio 
Grande  within  Colorado  pursuant  to  the  national  Wild  and  Scenic 
River  law.   The  second  area  of  comment  relates  to  suggestions 
within  the  document  that  the  closed  Basin  Project  could  or  would 
be  utilized  for  the  purpose  of  improving  stream  flows  in  the 
lower  Rio  Grande.   The  third  comment  relates  to  the  Plan's 
proposal  concerning  wetland  development  and  management. 


The  Rio  Grande  and  Conejos  Rivers  and  their  tributaries  are 
grossly  over-appropriated  streams.   With  rare  exception,  many  of 
the  water  rights  in  our  valley  go  unsatisfied  during  much  of  the 
year  because  of  the  lack  of  physical  supply.   In  addition,  the 
Rio  Grande  Compact  imposes  onerous  obligations  on  the  water  users 
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of  the  Rio  Grande  and  Conejos  Rivers  to  meet  delivery  require- 
ments  specified  in  tabulations  of  relationships  contained  in 
Article  III  of  that  Compact.   During  almost  every  year  and  in  a 
majority  of  the  months  of  any  year,  an  enormous  percentage  of  the 
water  flowing  in  the  Rio  Grande  below  Alamosa  results  from  return 
flows  and  inflows  into  the  river  below  the  last  diversion  at  the 
New  Ditch.   As  a  result,  the  water  which  is  flowing  in  the  river 
from  just  below  Alamosa  to  the  stateline  is  water  which  has  been 
previously  placed  to  beneficial  use.   Mow  that  the  Closed  Basin 
Project  has  been  partially  completed,  a  portion  of  that  flow  may 
also  come  from  the  Project  which  is  ground  water  pumped  from  the 
sump  area  of  the  Closed  Basin  and  transported  to  the  river 
through  a  conveyance  channel.   The  Rio  Grande  Water  Conservation 
District  is  the  owner  of  the  water  right  for  the  Closed  Basin 
Project  and  is  the  local  sponsoring  entity  for  the  Project  which 
is  being  constructed  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation. 


107-3 


107-4 


107-5 


107-6 


107-7 


Of  primary  concern  to  the  citizens  of  the  San  Luis  Valley 
represented  by  the  Rio  Grande  Water  Conservation  District  is  the 
suggestion  that  the  Rio  Grande  Study  Report  contained  in  Appendix 
E  to  the  San  Luis  Resource  Management  Plan  constitutes  an 
acceptable  or  proper  Environmental  Impact  Statement.   Nothing 
could  be  further  from  the  truth.   Appendix  E,  treated  as  an 
Environmental  Impact  Statement,  does  not  consider  any  impacts 
whatsoever  as  a  result  of  this  federal  action  outside  of  alleged 
impacts  contained  within  the  reach  of  the  river  under  study. 
This  federal  action  has  the  potential  to  alter  for  all  time  the 
ability  of  the  citizens  of  the  San  Luis  Valley  to  utilize  their 
water  rights  system  efficiently.   It  places  a  federal  reserved 
water  right  at  the  Colorado  stateline  which  can  be  used  to 
throttle  all  future  efforts  for  changes  in  water  use,  increased 
water  management,  improved  or  different  methods  of  water 
allocation,  and  the  like.   None  of  these  impacts  are  considered. 


The  applicable  federal  statute,  16  D.S.C.  §1271,  e_£  eeg,  , 
gives  the  federal  government  the  right  to  condemn  private 
property  within  the  reach,  to  condemn  easements  in  the  reach 
under  study,  and  to  enforce  stricter  water  pollution  requirements 
on  entities  returning  water  to  the  Rio  Grande  upstream  of  the 
reach.   None  of  these  impacts  on  others  is  considered  by  the 
alleged  Environmental  Impact  Statement.   There  is  extensive 
discussion  in  the  record  concerning  the  need  to  acquire  and 
maintain  instream  flows  within  the  reach,  but  there  is  no  recog- 
nition that  there  are  substantially  greater  legal  rights  to  the 
use  of  water  upstream  of  the  reach  than  there  is  water  in  the 
stream.   Yet,  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  makes  no  inquiry 
into  the  source  of  the  water  for  such  flows  or  the  economic  and 
environmental  impact  on  other  water  users  and  citizens  within  the 
San  Luis  Valley  as  the  result  of  efforts  to  acquire  those 
Instream  flow  rights.   In  total.  Appendix  E  fails  to  assess  any 
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environmental  imparts  resulting  from  the  designation,  other  than 
the  obvious  impact  that  the  river  will  stay  as  it  currently 
exists.   Those  of  us  who  live  in  the  San  Luis  Valley  did  not 
require  thousands  of  federal  dollars  or  the  opinions  of  experts 
to  suggest  that  the  Rio  Crande  canyon  surrounded  by  extremely 
arid  desert  would  remain  much  as  it  currently  exists  for  a  long 
time.   Native  intelligence  seems  to  suggest  as  much. 

On  page  E-l  of  Appendix  E  there  is  a  discussion  concerning 
the  conclusion  that  the  reach  warrants  inclusion  in  the  national 
Wild  and  Scenic  River.   The  statement  was  made  that  it  was 
considered  with  the  New  Mexico  reach  and  dropped,  so  this  current 
action  is  a  reconsideration.   However,  there  is  absolutely  no 
justification  stated  for  reconsideration  nor  is  there  any 
explanation  why  this  reach  was  dropped  the  first  time.   Absent 
specific  facts  to  the  contrary,  the  federal  agency  should  be 
guided  by  the  action  of  its  predecessors  and  Congress  in  not 
designating  the  reach,  rather  than  to  pass  over  the  apparent 
Congressional  determination  without  further  inquiry. 

On  page  £-4  of  the  Appendix,  there  is  a  statement  that  the 
reach  is  free-flowing  with  high  water  quality;  yet,  at  other 
points  in  the  Appendix  and  the  report,  particularly  page  3-3  of 
the  basic  management  plan,  the  agency  acknowledges  that  there  is 
insufficient  data,  in  its  opinion,  to  determine  what  the  water 
quality  and  flows  are  and  that  further  study  is  required.   These 
statements  are  inconsistent  and  further  indication  of  the 
inadequacy  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Rio  Grande  Study 
Report. 

The  report  acknowledges  that  the  entire  east  side  of  the 
segment  under  consideration  is  a  subdivision  which  presents  a 
potential  problem  for  designation.   There  is  also  some  discussion 
concerning  the  actual  location  of  the  western  boundary  of  the 
Sangre  de  Cristo  grant  at  that  point.   So  that  there  is  no 
question  in  your  mind,  let  me  state  that  it  is  the  position  of 
the  water  users  in  the  San  Luis  Valley  and  their  counsel  that  the 
Sangre  de  Cristo  grant  goes  to  the  centerline  of  the  Rio  Crande 
throughout  this  reach.   As  you  suggest  on  page  E-9  of  the  report, 
you  intend  to  acquire  easements  or  ownership  interests  along  the 
entire  east  side  of  the  Rio  Grande.   Given  your  right  to  exercise 
condemnation  under  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River  legislation,  we  must 
oppose  any  designation  predicated  on  the  taking  of  private 
property  for  the  benefit  of  a  very  few  elite  river  runners. 
Furthermore,  ve  must  take  issue  with  your  statement  that  the 
river  is  free-flowing  and  possesses  outstanding  and  remarkable 
values.   This  is  a  slow,  sluggish  river  for  all  but  two  months  of 
the  year.   The  waters  that  occur  within  its  banks  are  the  result 
of  return  flows  from  upstream  use  or  waters  artificially  intro- 
duced into  the  river  through  the  Closed  Basin  Project.   There  is 
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nothing  even  approaching  free-flowing  about  this  stream.   In 
fact,  in  average  and  dry  years,  the  river  effectively  disappears 
through  the  late  summer  when  demands  for  water  throughout  the 
basin  greatly  reduce  the  quantity  of  water  available. 

Most  important  to  the  San  Luis  Valley,  to  this  District,  and 
to  the  citizens  we  represent  is  the  provision  in  the  statute 
which  provides  that  your  agency  will  seek  to  "restore"  this  river 
|  to  its  wild  state  once  it  has  been  designated.   That  you  would 
even  consider  undertaking  an  effort  to  destroy  the  economy  of  the 
entire  San  Luis  Valley  boggles  the  mind,  but.  yet  you  have  come 
right  out  and  stated  that  this  is  your  intention  when  one  reads 
your  recommendation,  together  with  the  statute.   It  would  be 
literally  impossible  to  "restore"  the  Rio  Grande  near  the 
Colorado-New  Mexico  stateline  without  undoing  130  years  of  effort 
by  our  forefathers  to  control  this  river  and  place  it  to 
beneficial  use  for  the  good  of  mankind.   There  is  currently 
insufficient  water  available  within  our  valley  to  meet  all  of  the 
needs  of  the  citizens  who  live  here  and  desire  to  use  it.   That 
you  would  suggest  a  wild  river  near  the  stateline  having  a  water 
right  demanding  or  competing  for  the  same  water  that  our  citizens 
need  is  insulting .   It  is  bordering  on  deceitful  for  your 
environmental  impact  statement  to  look  solely  at  the  river  as  it 
currently  exists  and  fail  to  consider  the  impacts  of  the 
Congressional  requirement  tnat  your  agency,  once  the  river  is 
designated,  must  seek  to  restore  it  to  its  natural,  wild 
condition.   Any  effort  to  "restore"  the  river  will  place  enormous 
burdens  on  Colorado  and  its  citizens  and  limit  its  ability  to 
maximize  the  use  of  the  waters  apportioned  to  it  by  the  Rio 
Grande  Compact  while  continuing  to  meet  the  strict  terms  and 
conditions  of  that  agreement. 
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On  pages  £-10  and  E-ll,  the  purpose  behind  this  designation 
becomes  apparent.   It  is  there  that  you  suggest  the  necessity  for 
designating  two  miles  of  the  reach  solely  tor  the  purpose  of 
allowing  points  for  floating  access  to  be  included  in  the  reach. 
It  is  also  on  these  pages  that  you  suggest  that  management  of 
this  area  be  turned  over  to  the  Taos  Resource  Management  area. 
We  find  this  completely  unacceptable.   As  near  as  we  can  tell, 
the  purpose  of  the  Taos  agency  is  to  foster  whatever  conditions 
are  necessary  to  protect  the  economic  interests  of  the  Taos/Santa 
Fe  rafting  industry.   There  are  few  entities  within  Colorado 
competing  for  this  trade  and,  as  your  document  states  at  various 
locations,  there  is  no  economic  benefit  to  Colorado  as  a  result 
of  this  designation.   There  is  absolutely  no  excuse  for  your 
agency  to  recommend  designation  of  this  reach  as  a  wild  and 
scenic  river  based  solely  on  the  pressure  of  the  New  Mexico 
rafting  interests  advanced  through  your  Taos  office.   Further, 
there  is  no  reason  for  you  to  voluntarily  turn  over  control  of 
this  vital  resource  to  an  agency  having  its  interests  lying 
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outside  this  state.   While  you  clearly  have  no  interest  in  such 
things,  it  bears  commenting  that  the  States  of  Colorado  and  New 
Mexico  compete  for  the  use  of  the  Rio  Grande  water  resource.   We 
recognize  our  Compact  obligations  to  the  State  of  New  Mexico  and 
meet  them,  but  we  do  not  require  further  confusion  and  contention 
to  be  introduced  into  an  already  complicated  issue  by  your 
agency's  New  Mexico  office. 
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Finally,  we  do  not  understand  why  it  is  inappropriate  to 
manage  this  resource  through  a  special  resource  management  area. 
We  certainly  do  not  oppose  protecting  land  forms  in  the  Rio 
Grande  canyon  which  can  be  accomplished,  without  adverse  water 
right  consequences,  through  such  a  special  management  option.   It 
would  have  all  of  the  advantages  to  your  agency  with  none  of  the 
statutory  and  regulatory  disadvantages  inherent  in  the  wild  and 
scenic  river  designation. 


With  regard  to  our  first  major  point,  I  would  summarize  our 
concerns  as  follows: 

1.  We  oppose  designation  of  the  Colorado  segment  of  the 
Rio  Grande  gorge  as  a  wild  and  scenic  river  because  it  will 
require  your  agency  to  seek  to  "restore"  the  river  to  its 
original  wild  and  natural  condition. 

2.  It  is  impossible  to  carry  out  the  functions  of  the 
national  Wild  and  Scenic  River  law  without  impairing  or  infring- 
ing upon  the  State  of  Colorado's  rights,  entitlements  and 
obligations  under  the  Rio  Grande  Compact. 

3.  It  is  completely  unacceptable  to  place  administrative 
control  over  the  Rio  Grande  in  Colorado  in  the  hands  of  the  Taos 
Resource  Management  Area. 

4.  The  obligations  which  the  national  Wild  and  Scenic 
River  law  places  on  your  agency  to  eliminate  pollution  upstream 
of  a  wild  and  scenic  river  segment  will  cause  the  citizens  of  the 
San  Luis  Valley  enormous  expense  in  future  years. 

5.  Over  half  the  land  along  the  river  corridor  proposed 
for  designation  is  privately  owned  and  we  strongly  resist  the 
recommendation  on  the  grounds  that  it  will  require  your  agency  to 
impose  upon  the  owners  of  that  property  substantial  federal  land 
use  controls  and  restrictions  and,  furthermore,  will  permit  you 
to  condemn  private  property  within  our  state. 

6.  There  is  absolutely  no  legitimate  reason  to  designate 
this  river  as  wild  and  scenic,  except  to  assuage  the  demands  of 
the  rafting  industry  in  New  Mexico.   Such  a  designation,  as  you 
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have  acknowledged,  would  have  no  economic  benefit  to  the  State  of 
Colorado  or  the  San  Luis  Valley. 

7.  The  putative  Environmental  Impact  Statement  is  a  sham 
and  cannot  be  accepted  as  reviewing  any  real  impacts  of  the 
proposed  designation.   It  fails  to  look  at  all  of  the  significant 
impacts  arising  from  the  designation  and  provides  only  a  superfi- 
cial, limited  and  myopic  view  of  the  most  obvious  impacts  of 
designating  the  Rio  Grande  canyon.   On  the  other  hand,  in  the 
alternative  analysis,  there  is  no  suggestion  that  the  lack  of 
designation  would  have  any  different  impacts  or  that  the  river 
would  be  in  any  different  position  without  designation.   Where  it 
fails  to  even  consider  impacts  is  in  the  area  where  your  agency 
knows  designation  will  most  certainly  cause  impacts,  namely,  to 
all  of  the  citizens  located  upstream  of  this  reach. 

8.  Finally,  for  the  purposes  you  have  outlined,  the 
management  of  this  river  can  be  accomplished  just  as  well  through 
a  special  resource  management  area,  which  your  agency  is  fully 
entitled  to  operate. 

The  next  issue  which  must  be  addressed  relates  primarily  to 
the  Resource  Management  Plan  itself  and  a  statement  contained  on 
page  3-3  thereof  which  concerns  the  Closed  Basin  Project.   First 
of  all,  there  is  discussion  of  minimum  stream  flows  in  conjunc- 
tion with  discussions  concerning  the  wild  and  scenic  river.   Our 
review  of  the  national  wild  and  Scenic  River  legislation  suggests 
|  no  such  tie.   There  is  no  provision  in  that  statute  suggesting 
that  minimum  stream  flows  are  either  appropriate  or  acceptable 
because  the  purpose  of  such  a  designation  is  to  "restore"  a 
stream  to  its  natural  condition,  not  simply  to  preserve  minimum 
flows. 


The  Closed  Basin  Project  is  being  constructed  by  the  U.S. 
Bureau  of  Reclamation.   It  salvages  water  lost  to  nonbenef icial 
evapotranspiration  in  the  sump  area  of  the  Closed  Basin  area  of 
the  San  Luis  Valley  and  transports  the  same  to  the  Rio  Grande. 
It  is  an  artificial  conveyance  system  being  constructed  to  assist 
the  State  of  Colorado  in  meeting  its  Compact  commitments  and  the 
States  of  Colorado,  New  Mexico,  and  Texas  and  the  United  States 
in  meeting  the  commitments  to  the  Republic  of  Mexico.   In 
addition,  water  is  delivered  from  this  Project  to  the  Alamosa 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's 
Blanca  Habitat  Area.   The  purposes  to  which  this  water  may 
legally  be  placed  are  contained  in  Pub.L.  92-514.   There  are  no 
other  current  legally  authorized  uses  for  Closed  Basin  Project 

[production.   The  maintenance  of  instreac  flows  is  not  among  the 
■j  07-1  8  !uses  enumerated  by  the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  and  your 

I  suggestion  is  directly  contrary  to  the  instructions  of  the 

I  Congress. 
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FurthenLore,  the  water  right  for  the  Closed  Basin  Project  is 
not  owned  by  the  federal  government,  but  by  the  Rio  Grande  Water 
Conservation  District.   That  water  right  contains  provisions  that 
the  same  may  be  used  for  purposes  of  preserving  instream  flow 
values.   However,  reliance  on  the  conditions  contained  in  the 
District's  decree  requires  the  consent  and  agreement  of  the  Rio 
Grande  Water  Conservation  District.   In  addition,  we  would  have 
to  seek  the  cooperation  of  the  Colorado  Water  Conservation  Board, 
which  is  charged  with  determining  necessary  instream  flows  in 
Colorado.   No  consent  has  been  given  by  the  Rio  Grande  Water 
Conservation  District,  nor  is  it  likely  to  be  given,  under 
current  circumstances.   As  we  have  explained  to  the  Taos  regional 
office  of  your  agency  on  numerous  occasions,  the  District  does 
not  oppose  the  concept  of  Project  flows  benefiting  the  Rio  Grande 
through  the  Rio  Grande  gorge.   The  District  does  oppose,  however, 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  obtaining  the  right  to  call  for 
Project  operation  solely  for  purposes  of  maintaining  those  flows. 
If  we  can  work  together  within  the  mechanism  of  the 
Congressional])-  authorized  purposes  in  a  way  that  meets  the 
timing  and  volume  requirements  of  Colorado  water  users  while  at 
the  same  time  addressing  the  needs  of  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  we  are  happy  to  consider  doing  so;  but,  we  will 
resist  any  effort  by  your  agency  to  insist  or  demand  that  those 
flows  occur  in  the  river  at  any  particular  time  or  in  any 
particular  quantity.   You  have  no  legal  basis  for  making  such 
demand  and,  to  do  so  runs  counter  to  the  express  directions  of 
the  United  States  Congress.   You  ought  to  recognize  the  irony  of 
recommending  a  river  for  wild  status  and,  at  the  same  time,  in 
the  same  document,  recommending  operation  of  a  water  salvage 
project  to  produce  flows  for  the  "wild"  river. 


One  final  comment  concerning  the  streamflow  issue  and  the 

Closed  Basin  Project  needs  to  be  addressed.   The  last  two  ditches 
on  the  Rio  Grande  which  control  all  of  the  flow  in  the  river 
during  many  months  of  the  year  are  the  Chicago  Ditch  and  the  New 
Ditch.   These  ditches  are  owned  by  the  United  States  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  and  are  used  to  irrigate  the  Alamosa  National 
Wildlife  Refuge.   But  for  these  two  ditches,  there  would  be  a 
substantial  minimum  streamflow  in  the  Rio  Grande  for  a  greater 
period  of  time  than  currently  exists.   There  is  no  discussion  in 
any  of  your  documents  concerning  your  relationship  with  your 
sister  federal  agency  and  the  very  serious  and  significant  impact 
its  operations  have  on  the  flows  of  the  Rio  Grande  below  its 
headgates.   Finally,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  has  a  Congres- 
sionally  authorized  interest  in  the  Closed  Basin  Project  under 
Priority  No.  2  of  Pub.L.  92-514.   Most  certainly,  your  agency 
should  feel  free  to  undertake  the  steps  necessary  to  transfer 
your  interest  in  the  Closed  Basin  Project  production  under 
Priority  No.  2  from  the  Blanca  Habitat  Area  to  the  Rio  Grande  as 
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a  flow  enhancement  mechanism,  If  that  is  your  wish,  and  we  would 
|_certainly  work  with  you  in  that  endeavor.   1  am  certain  the 
Colorado  Water  Conservation  Board  and  the  Division  Engineer  would 
cooperate  as  well. 

In  summary,  the  following  points  need  to  be  made  in  this 
regard: 

1.  There  is  no  Congressionally  authorized  priority  for  use 
of  Closed  Basin  Project  production  for  the  maintenance  of 
instream  flows  through  the  Rio  Grande  gorge. 

2.  The  Rio  Grande  Water  Conservation  District  owns  the 
water  right  to  the  Closed  Basin  Project.   It  is  not  currently 
disposed  to  dedicate  the  use  of  its  water  right  to  the  main- 
tenance of  instream  flows  through  the  gorge  based  upon  the  demand 
of  your  agency.   In  addition,  other  Colorado  agencies  have 
responsibility  for  determining  instream  flows  within  the  state 
and  their  role  is  not  mentioned. 

3.  There  is  the  potential  that  operating  arrangements  can 
be  worked  out  which  would  allow  the  Closed  Basin  Project  to  be 
operated  in  accordance  with  the  Congressional  legislation  with  a 
benefit  being  derived  for  the  Rio  Grande  below  the  Closed  Basin 
Project  conveyance  channel,  but  any  such  benefit  must  always  be 
secondary  to  the  primary  purposes  of  Project  operation. 

4.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  needs  to  make  a  proposal 
to  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  the  Rio  Grande  Water  Conservation 
District,  and  the  Colorado  Water  Conservation  Board,  if  it  wishes 
to  pursue  this  suggestion  contained  in  the  Resource  Management 
Plan  and  the  Plan  is  deficient  in  its  failure  to  itemize  the  BLM 
proposal  in  this  regard. 

5.  The  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
completely  fail  to  deal  with  the  water  rights  which  dawater  the 
Rio  Grande  in  its  lower  reaches,  namely,  the  Chicago  and  New 
Ditches  owned  and  operated  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  wildlife  Service 
for  the  Alamosa  National  Wildlife  Refuge. 

The  final  topic  which  we  wish  to  address  relates  to  your 
discussion  of  the  Blanca  Habitat  Area,  the  Emperious  tract  and 
the  Dry  Lakes  contained  in  and  around  page  2-22  of  your  draft 
Resource  Management  Plan.   First  of  all,  the  San  Luis  Valley  has 
substantial  wetlands  and  there  is  nothing  wrong  with  seeking  to 
manage  additional  wetland  areas.   However,  you  provide  that  you 
wish  to  develop  an  additional  1,805  acres  of  new  wetlands.   You 
do  not  provide  the  source  of  water  for  this  wetland  development 
and  that  becomes  the  critical  failing  in  your  plan.   The  record 
should  be  abundantly  clear  that  there  is  no  likelihood,  under 
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I  current   circumstances,    that   you   can   obtain  additional    wells    for 

wetland   development   without   complete   augmentation  of   the    impacts 
|  of  those  wells.      In  order  for  your  resource  plan  to  have  any 
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meaning  or  to  address  any  of  the  issues  in  a  realistic  fashion, 
the  plan  must  identify  the  source  of  augmentation  water  which 
would  be  utilized  for  the  well  development  if  further  wetland 
development  is  to  occur.   It  must  also  identify  the  location  of 
the  injury  from  utilizing  wells  to  provide  wetlands.   In 
particular,  the  effect  on  artesian  conditions  in  the  San  Luis 
Valley  must  be  analyzed. 

It  has  been  the  position  of  the  Colorado  State  Engineer's 
Office  for  a  number  of  years  that  the  development  of  additional 
wells  in  the  San  Luis  Valley,  either  in  the  confined  or  uncon- 
fined  aquifer,  will  not  be  permitted  absent  such  a  plan  for 
augmentation.   As  you  are  fully  aware,  the  United  States  govern- 
ment has  been  joined  in  Colorado  water  right  adjudication 
proceedings  in  Water  Division  No.  3  and,  as  a  result,  your 
Resource  Management  Plan  is  completely  inadequate  with  regard  to 
its  discussion  of  wetland  development.   It  completely  disregards 
your  agency's  obligation  to  acquire  water  rights  for  those 
wetlands  under  Colorado  state  lav,  to  obtain  replacement  water 
for  injury  caused  by  these  new  depletions,  and  to  identify  the 
mechanism  for  accomplishing  that  replacement.   One  of  the  great 
ironies  of  this  entire  planning  effort  is  the  dramatic 
inconsistency  between  your  wetland  statements  and  the  proposal  to 
create  almost  2,000  acres  of  new  wetland  when  contrasted  with  the 
substantial  depletions  that  result  to  the  Rio  Grande  system  from 
such  development.   The  depletions  that  you  propose  will  be 
ultimately  evidenced  in  reduced  stream  flows  in  the  Rio  Grande 
gorge,  which  runs  directly  counter  to  your  proposal  to  designate 
the  lower  Rio  Grande  as  a  wild  and  scenic  river  and  to  protect 
and  restore  its  flows.   You  are  either  extremely  naive  in  your 
understanding  of  the  hydrologic  forces  at  work  in  the  San  Luis 
Valley  or  extraordinarily  cynical. 

On  behalf  of  the  Rio  Grande  Water  Conservation  District,  I 
would  like  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  your 
Resource  Management  Plan  and,  in  particular,  on  the  Environmental 
Impact  Statement,  and  recommendation  that  the  lower  Rio  Grande 
within  Colorado  be  designated  under  the  national  wild  and  Scenic 
.  -7  r\+      River  law.   As  you  can  discern  from  the  foregoing,  my  Board  of 
lU/-*c4   Directors,  on  its  own  and  on  behalf  of  those  whom  it  represents. 
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strenuously  opposes  any  designation  of  the  Rio  Grande  for  that 
purpose,  and  we  ask  you  to  withdraw  that  recommendation. 


Very  truly  yours, 


RIO  GRANDE  WATER  CONSERVATION 
DISTRICT 


Pre'sident 


cc:   Governor  Roy  Romer 
Senator  Tim  Wirth 
Senator  Bill  Armstrong 
Representative  Ben  Campbell 

John  Sayre,  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
Bob  Pastore,  State  Senator 
Lewis  Entz,  State  Representative 
Dr.  Jerls  A.  Danielson,  State  Engineer 
J.  William  McDonald,  Director,  Colorado  Water  Conservation 

Board 
Hamlet  Barry,  Executive  Director,  Dept.  of  Natural  Resources 
Board  of  Directors,  Rio  Grande  Water  Conservation  District 
David  W.  Robbins,  Esq. 

Operations  Committee,  Closed  Basin  Project 
Boards  of  County  Commissioners:  Rio  Grande,  Saguache, 
Alamosa,  Costilla,  Conejos  and  Mineral  Counties 
Robert  Towry,  Division  of  wildlife 
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:  an  writing  tc  take  .nowr.  r.y  suppor-  of  the  Natural  Resource 
Enhancement  Mana^erent  Fiar.  as  the  appropriate  river  management 
plan,  for  tne  Sa:.  l-uis  Resource  Area  ir.  Scutnern  Colorado.  Ky 
concern  is  tha?  wildlife  protertio::.  with  ccais  ::  acquire  scenic 
or  protective  easenents  on  tne  east  side  of  tne  river,  t-e  included 
in  the  RMP. 


As  noted  in  the  RM? ,  excessive  or  untimely  recreational  use  on  the 
Upper  Fao  Grande  Sox  has  created  pressures  or.  the  raptcr  and  water 
fowl  population.  Without  regulation  ol  the  recrea: lonal  boating 
seascn.  permanent  r.arm  will  result  to  wildlife  papulations. 


The  reach  of  the  Rio  Grande  oetween  Lc bates  Bridge  and  the  New 

109*4  Mexico  state  line  should  be  adr.inis  lered  as  if  it  were  Kild  a 
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December  19,  1989 

Mr.  David  Taliaferro 

RMP  Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Canon  City  District  Office 

P.  0.  Box  1171 

Canon  City,  CO  81212 

Re:   Comments  on  the  Draft  San  Luis 
Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Dear  Kr.  Taliaferro: 

We  are  writing  to  express  our  concern  with  the  portion  of  the  above- 
referenced  plan  which  proposes  to  designate  the  Rio  Grande  near  the 
Colorado-New  Mexico  stateline  as  a  wild  and  scenic  river  under  the 
National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System.   We  strongly  encourage  you  not 
to  designate  the  Rio  Grande  for  the  following  reasons: 


110-1 


110-2 


110-3 


The  Rio  Grande  in  that  reach  could  hardly  be  described  as 
" free-f lowing. "   While  there  are  no  dams  in  this  area,  the 
source  of  the  water  for  much  of  the  year  comes  from  irrigat- 
ion return  flows  from  lands  in  the  San  Luis  Valley  because 
the  waters  of  the  Rio  Grande  within  the  San  Luis  Valley  are, 
in  many  years,  totally  utilized  all  summer  by  irrigation  div- 
ersions and  municipal  users  with  no  water  available  to  the 
lower  reach  of  the  river.   Any  effort  tc  "restore"  thic 
stretch  of  the  river  would  have  significant  adverse  conseq- 
uences on  the  San  Luis  Valley.   You  have  failed  to  consider 
_lhis  situation  on  your  analysis. 

The  Rio  Grande  and  Conejos  Rivers  and  tributaries  thereto 
are  grossly  over-appropriated  and  there  are  substantially 
greater  legal  rights  to  the  use  of  water  in  most  years 
_tb.an  there  is  water  in  the  stream. 


The  establishment  of  a  wild  and  scenic  river  in  this  reach 
would  create  a  reserve  water  right  which  the  federal  manag- 
ement agency  would  then  have  the  ability  to  utilize  to  frus- 
trate changes  ir.  water  rights  and  improved  water  use  effic- 
iency within  the  San  Luis  Valley.   This  in  turn  would  cause 
enormous  expense  to  our  citizens. 


_  Page  2 

110-4      *•      This  river  should  not  be  managed  solely  for  the  benefit 
of  a  few  floaters.   It  does  not  have  the  requisite  out- 
standing  remarkable  values  to  justify  its  inclusion. 

5.   The  management  of  this  river  can  be  accomplished  ju6t  as 
as  well  through  a  special  resources  management  area  which 
110-5  would  protect  the  existing  values  but  would  not  impose  the 

onerous  burdens  and  restrictions  on  the  citizens  of  the 
San  Luis  Valley  that  a  national  wild  and  scenic  river  would 
__    impose. 

We  respectfully  request  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  withdraw 
110"6ilt5  recommendation  to  designate  the  Rio  Grande  above  the  Colorado- 
New  Mexico  stateline  as  a  wild  and  scenic  river  and  instead  manage 
|  the  area  pursuant  to  special  management  status. 


•  »a.J         vamaji        jwu««| 

Richard  Metsick 
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Subject: 


Dave  Telieferro.  Resource  Management  Pier.  Team  Leader, 
Bureau  of  -end  Management,  Canor.  City  D-stnct  Office, 
Canon  City.  Colorado 

Cclcreco  State  Supervisor.  Fish  and  wildlife 
Enner.cement.  Fisn—end  wildvife^Service.  Golden. 
Coloredo^.-^  ^^^/■fC^41^**^- . 

Consents  on  Draft  San  Luis  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Ir.pact  statement 


we  offer  the  following  comments  or.  your  Draft  Sar.  Luis  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement.   Our  comments 
primarily  involve  ArTraoalus  riplevl.  the  Ripley  milkvetch.   It 
is  the  cost  sensitive  plant  in  the  San  Luis  Resource  Area  and 
will  be  a  Category  2  candidate  threatened 'endangered  species  on 
the  updated  1990  Notice  of  Review.   The  Federal  status  of  Listed 
Threatened  shown  in  Table  2-35  on  page  2-60  of  is  in  error. 
Also,  its  habitat  description  in  Table  2-35  should  read 
"pondercsa  savannah  with  fescue  grassland  or.  deep  soils  over 
volcanic  substrates." 


In  previous  meetings  between  the  Service,  the  Colorado  Natural 
Areas  Program,  and  the  San  Luis  Resource  Area  personnel,  we  and 
the  State  have  proposed  the  Re  Jadero  Canyon  erea  as  an  Area  of 
Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC)  for  the  Ripley  milkvetch. 
We  still  recommend  its  inclusion  in  the  Preferred  Alternative  for 
the  following  reasons.   The  ACEC  screening  criteria  listed  on 
page  H-l  include  relevance  and  importance. 


Criteria  for  relevance  are  special  values  present  and  values 
requiring  special  management  attention.   Re  Jadero  Canyon 
contains  the  Ripley  milkvetch.  a  candidate  species,  which 
requires  special  management  to  prevent  further  decline.   It 
appears  to  be  very  sensitive  to  grazing  as  evidenced  by  its 
occurrence  within  fenced  areas  thet  provide  it  coincidental 
protection,  such  as  the  Fox  Creek  Cemetery  (no  plants  occur 
nearby  outside  the  fence) ,  and  the  presence  of  larger  then  usual 
plants  within  the  highway  right-of-way  in  Conejos  Canyon. 
Elsewhere,  within  its  range,  it  usually  occurs  only  as  scattered, 
few-stemmed  plants,  often  with  the  tops  grazed  off  or  else  within 
bushes.   The  Re  Jadero  Canyon  erea  has  been  in  non-use  in  recent 
years  and  this  lack  of  livestock  grazing  probably  accounts  for 
the  large  size  and  gcod  condition  of  this  population. 


Cr.iene  fcr  i.-;r 
end  cause  fcr  cc.-. 
fror  Tres  F.ecrt- 
5C  miles  as  far  a 
County  m  Cclorao 
largest  populatio 
plants,  compare 
100  plants.   Tn 
milkvetch  has  def 
and  associated  ve 
range.   It  appear 
common  species  tr. 
have  been  greatly 
discussed  above, 
reason  there  is  c 
Ripley  r-ilkvetcr. . 
meets  the  6creem 
an  ACEC  at  Ra  Jt 
give  the  species 
it. 


rtar.ce  lnc.-ce  specie,  wcrtr.  cr  distinctiveness 
rem.   Tne  range  :f  tne  Ripley  r.ilkvetc*.  extends 

?jesta  in  Kew  Kexicc  north  epproxir.eie.y 
s  tr.e  A.amcst  River  at  tne  r.crtr.  end  of  Conejos 
Tne  Ra  Jaderc  Canyon  area  contains  the 

of  tne  Ripley  milkvetch.  approximately  1.650 
to  ctner  pep-.ations  with  usually  only  auout  50- 
efcre.  it  has  special  worth.  While  the  Ripley 
inite  ecological  criteria  of  elevetion.  soils. 
getetion.  this  r.ecitet  type  occurs  over  e  wioe 
s  thet  the  Ripley  milkvetch  is  a  once  more 
at  has  been  severely  impacted  and  wnose  numbers 

reduced,  in  this  case  by  livestock  grazing  as 
rat.-.er  then  e  naturally  rare  species.   For  this 
euse  for  concern  fcr  the  future  status  of  the 

We  thus  believe  that  the  Ra  Jadero  Canyon  area 
ng  criteria  for  ACEC  selection.   Designation  of 
ero  Canyon  for  tne  Ripley  milkvetcn  is  needed  to 
priority  management  there  in  order  to  protect 


The  discussion  cf  Ra  Jadero  Canyon 
ACEC  screening  is  inadequate;  end. 
address  special  management  for  the 
BLM  ACEC  (Los  McgotesI  is  not  Just! 
criteria  c.-.ly  states  the  presence  c 
Jadero  Canyon:  it  does  not  enelyze 
screening  criteria  of  relevance  and 
above.   The  Los  y.ogctes  ACEC  cited 
Ripley  milkvetch  is  e  poor  surjstitu 
smeller  population  (200-300  plants) 
designation  is  winter  range  for  wil 
there  is  a  water  development  immedi 
milkvetch  popuietion  et  Los  Kogotes 
use  in  thet  area,  resulting  in  a  di 
manegement  for  the  P.ipiey  milkvetch 
ACEC. 


in  Teble  H-3  on  page  H-9  for 
therefore,  the  conclusion  to 
Ripley  milkvetch  et  another 
fled.   The  analysis  of  site 

the  Ripley  milkvetch  et  Ra 
its  applicetior.  to  the  ACEC 

importance  as  we  heve  oone 
for  speciel  menejement  for  the 

e.   It  conteins  e  much 

and  its  primary  reason  for 
diife  game  species.   However, 
etely  edjecent  to  the  Ripley 

which  concentrates  grazing 
rect  conflict  between 

and  forage  in  tne  Los  Mogotes 


The  Ripley  milkvetch  needs  its  owr.  ACEC  at  Ra  Jadero  Canyon  for 
priority  management  of  its  largest  popuietion.  We  elso  support 
priority  management  for  protection  and  enhencement  of  riparian 
areas. 

Thenk  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment,  we  look  forward  to 
working  with  you  on  the  San  Luis  Resource  Area  in  the  future. 


Attachments 


FWS/FVE.  SLC 
FWS/FVE.  GJ 
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Box  1070b 

Ranchos  de  Taos,  N TV  e?t57 

12/17/89 


Mr  D   Taliaferro 

BLM.  Canyon  City  District 

Canyon  City.  Col. 


112-1 
112-2 


Dear  Mr,  Taliaferro 

I  am  writing  to  express  my  concern  over  valuable  resources  along  the  Rio 
| Grande    It  seems  that  tne  Best  way  to  protect  the  wildlife  resource  is  to 
implement.,  for  tne  San  Ijis  Restorer  Ares  ;:.  Sc.-.herr.  Colc-adc.  t">e 
Natural  Resource  Enhancement  Management  Pian  and  designate  as  Wild  4. 
Scenic  the  area  below  Lobatos  Bridge    I  wou.d  also  like  to  see  restrictions 
put  on  boating  in  this  area  for  the  protection  of  the  bird  population 

Sincerely. 

Thomas  B.  He  Arthur 


friends 
of  the 

dunes,  inc 


11500  >mi  ISO  ■  movt«  co  81 146  ■  17191  37S  2312 
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Br.  Dave  Taliaferro,  RMP  Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Canon  City  District  Office 

P.O.  Box  1171 

Canon  City,  CO  81212 

December  13,  1989 

Dear  Kr,  Taliaferro; 

The  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Friend,  of  The  Dunea,  the  citizen. 

.upport  group  for  the  Great  Sand  Dunes  National  Monument,  wou Id  like 
to  ixpr.i.  our  opposition  to  the  designation  of  the  combined  aend 
cl.tle/Cattleguerdlocation  ea  a  -Limited-  use  area  for  Off-High-ey 
Vehicle.  (OHV)  as  propo.ed  in  the  September  1999  dreft  volume  of  the 
Sin  Lu"  Resource  Management  Plan.   We  believe  that  thi.  designation 
•hould  be  changed  to  -Cloaed-  to  OHV. 


The  Board  ia  composed  of  educator.,  .cientists,  outdoor.men, 
archaeologists,  and  Colorado  historians.  Although,  the  basis  lor  oar 
Sppolition  i.  quit,  diver..,  we  are  .trongly  unified  in  our  opposition 
to  U>e  limited  u.e  de.iqnatlon.   A  few  of  the  problem,  that  we  believe 
are  inherent  in  thi.  propo.al  are: 

(1)  De.truetion  of  plant  life  in  thi.  unique  environment; 
(2  De.tabilization  and  pc.lble  migration  of  presently 

.table  .and  in  the  low  angle  dune,  existing  in  thi.  area; 
(3)  Lack  of  adequate  BLM  and  NPS  enforcement  .taff  to  a. sure  that 

the  OHV  user,  comply  with  the  limited  u.e.  of  the  proposal! 
,4)  An  un2Sntroll.il.  lack  of  permanency  for  the  boundary  marker. 
between  the  de.igneted  erea  end  the  National  Monument  --  the 
fence  line,  in  thi.  ar.a  often  become  covered  by  migrating  .and., 

(5)  Pos.ible  de.truetion  to,  and  lo«.  of  art lfecte  from,  the 

nuaerou.  un.xe.vated  archeologicel  .it.,  in  the  «eai 

(6)  The  lo.»  of  the  -wildern...-  experience  that  i.  currently 

available  to  Monument  vi.itor.  who  trek  to  the  we.tem 

perimeter  of  the  GSDNM. 

We  ere  not  oppo.ed  to  the  concept  of  OHV.  having  designated  area. 
for  recreational  riding,  however,  we  believe  that  the  choice  of  the 
Sand  Ca."e/Cattleguerd  area  for  thi.  type  of  u.e  i.  inappropriate  end 
f"u,h?  wtuTnumerSu.  problem,  a.  .tated  above.   ««  «""u»'eoy?uu" 
awend  the  propo.ed  designations  .0  a.  to  close  thi.  area  to  OHV  u.e. 


the  proposed  designations  »o  as  to  <. 
a.  Sincerely  your.; 


#B/ 
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I  niied  Slates  Department  of  the  Interior    mag: 
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Impacts  clurl; 
trie  ace  ion  vhen 
foreseeable   fue 

non    Ftc«f»I       or 

1506.7). 


descrloes   cc    tne    resctr   the   "incre-t  ncl    ;icpoct 
tdQtc   to  otr.er  pas:,    present,   and   reasor.ably 
ire   act.ons   regardless  of  what  Agency    (Fectrel   o 
persor    undertakes    such    future   actions'    (-0    CFP 


Memorandum 

70:  District  Manager.   Canon  City  District.   Bureau  of  Land  Management 

From:  Associate  Regional  Director.    Planning,  and  Resource  Preservation. 

Rocky  Mountain  Region 

Subject-  Review  of  Draft  San  Luis  Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental 

lcpact  Statement.   Colorado   (DES-69/0016) 

Ue  have  reviewed  the  above-referenced  document   and  offer   the   following 


1) 

114-1 


114-2 

2) 

.114-3 

3) 

114-4 


The  Resource  Management  Plan  <RMP>  falls  to  adequately  address 
lands  other  than  those  administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Kar-agement  (BLM)  vithin  the  San  Luis  Resource  Area.   Great  Sand 
[nines  National  Monument  (CRSA).  located  on  the  east  side  of  the 
resource  area.  Is  mentioned  a  few  tlaes  In  the  document,  mostly 
regarding  land  transfers,  and  the  boundaries  of  CRSA  are  only 
identified  on  two  caps.  Hap  2-2  and  the  plan  base  sap  found  In  the 
ma;  pocket.   All  retaining  maps  identify  the  location  of  the  CRSA 
headquarters  but  do  not  delineate  the  monument's  boundary.   Also, 
the  monument  is  referred  throughout  the  plan  as  "Sand  Dunes.* 

On*  existing  and  six  potential  National  Natural  Landmarks  (NNL's) 
are  also  not  identified  in  the  plan.   Both  CRSA  and  these  existing 
or  potential  NN"L's  should  be  described  in  the  "Affected 
Environment"  section  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(DIZS)  and  included  in  pertinent  maps.   Details  on  the  existing 
and  potential  KKL'i  vithin  the  resource  area  are  included  as  an 
attachment  to  this  memorandum. 

The  "Environmental  Consequences"  section  of  the  DEIS  falls  to 
describe  potential  Impacts  to  CRSA  and  the  existing  and  potential 
NNL's  from  tha  management  actions  Identified.   Rather,  this 
section  concentrates  on  the  Impacts  to  BLM-administered  resources 
and  resource  uses  from  existing  or  proposed  ELM  management 
actions . 

The  DEIS  does  not  adequately  address  the  potential  cumulative 
ictacts  on  the  resources  and  resource  uses  vithin  the  Resource 
Area,  including  GSSA   and  the  existing  and  potential  Kill's,  from 
the  various  proposed  management  actions.  The  word  "cumulative"  is 
used  sparingly  ir  the  document  and  no  discussion  of  cumulative 


MINERAL  RESOURCES 

i)     Under  the  RXP's  Preferred  Alternative.  99  Si  of  BLM-admlniaterad 

surface  lands  and  sineral  estate  vithin  the  Resource  Area  would  be 
available  for  leasing,  9£k  would  be  open  to  mineral  entry  And 
location,  and  97*  would  be  open  to  the  extraction  of  mineral 
materials.   Added  to  this  availability  of  mineral  resources,  the 
DEIS  projects  that  three  to  seven  Applications  For  Permit  to  Drill 
(APD's)  will  be  subzitted  for  BLM  approval  In  the  Kesource  Area 
within  the  next  vear. 


If  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  approved,  and  If  the  APD 

development,  scenario  becomes  a  reality,  there  is  potential  for 
Impacts  not  only  to  ELM  lands  but  also  to  other  lands  within  the 
Resource  Area  such  as  CRSA  and  the  existing  and  potential  NKL/s. 
We  suggest  that  the  DEIS  address  the  potential  significance  of 
exploration  and  development  adjacent  to  these  areas  of  National 
Park  Service  (NPS)  concern,  including  the  possible  visual  and 
hydrological  impacts  associated  vlth  elneral  development.   We  also 
suggest  that  you  routinely  notify  the  NPS  of  any  proposed  mineral 
developments  which  cay  affect  areas  of  NPS  concern  (such  as  CRSA 
or  the  NNL's),  as  required  by  the  ELM-NPS  Interagency  Agreement 
which  states  that  each  Agency  notify  any  affected  Agency  of  any 
action  considered  under  current  and  proposed  planning  documents. 
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AIR   RESOURCES 


5) 


CRSA  is  a  Class   I  Air  Quality  area,   affording   it  ma>:imuiT 
protection  from  air  quality  degradation.      The  NPS   is  currently 
conducting  air  quality  monitoring  at  CRSA  and  offers   to  provide 
i1  1  4-fi  !  ^*£*  t0  vou-      Anv  ■ctivitie*  that  would  icpact   the  monument's 
I  °  j  Class   1  Air  Quality  status  should  be  considered  in  your  planning. 

CROLVDWATER  RESOURCES 
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Preliminary  studies  In  and  around  CRSA  (Kxyitlnlk  1988  and 
Frvbarger  1988)  indicate  that  groundwater  levels  and  dune 
stability  are  related.   While  your  R.MP  does  not  call  for  major 
water  developments,  we  want  you  to  be  aware  that  major  changes  In 
the  water  table  could  have  s  drastic  effect  on  the  dunes,  both 
inside  CRSA  and  those  dune  areas  outside  of  the  Monument  on  BLM 
lands . 
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RECREATION  MANACLML'-T  (OFF -HIGHWAY  VEHICLE  USE) 

7)     We  have  several  concerns  regarding  Off-Highway  Vehicle  (OHV)  use 
south  of  CP.SA  in  the  Sand  Castle  Area  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern  (ACEC): 


*  We  question  how  OHV  use  will  be  confined  to  this 
area.  The  experience  of  staff  at  CRSA  Is  tnat  constant 
patrc*.  and  enforcement  are  needed  to  prevent 
unauthorized  use  and  vandalism  of  natural  and  cultural 
resources.   Does  the  BLW.  have  the  enforcement  funds 
and  staff  to  assure  the  protection  of  these  resources? 
And.  if  the  State  of  Colorado  will  administer  the 
area,  do  they  have  the  means  to  protect  natural  and 
cultural  resources? 
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•  The  protection  of  unique  plant  and  animal  habitat  is 
a  majcr  concern  to  the  NPS.   For  example,  two 
interesting  insects  found  nowhere  else  on  earth  are 
located  in  the  Great  Sand  Dunes  area  -  the  Creat  Sand 
Dunes  tiger  beetle  and  the  giant  sand  treader  camel 
cricket.   Other  specialized  fonts  of  life  inhabit  tha 
sand  dunes  community,  and  some  of  them  may  be  strictly 
indigenous.   Vegetation  stability  In  this  area  is 
directly  related  to  the  movement  of  sand.   Will  OHV 
use  alter  the  vegetation  and  allov  for  the  erosion  and 
movement  of  soils? 


WILD  AKO  SCENIC  RIVER  SYSTEM 
8)   j  The  BLM  is  to  be  complimented 
1  14*12   (APP*ndix  E>- 


the  Rio  Grande  River  Study  Report 


We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  or.  this  document.   If  you  have  any 
questions  or  wish  clarification  on  any  of  our  comments,  please  contact  Mr. 
Michael  Duwe  cf  cy  cfflee  at  FTS  327-2S30  or  (303)  965-2830. 


,  ~^.;A>\ chard  A.  Strait 
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j The  Sand  Castle  area  will  border  the  Creat  Sand 

Dunes  Wilderness  Area.   The  primitive  and  vilderness 
type  values  must  be  seriously  considered  in  contrast 
to  the  visual  impact,  dust,  and  noise  created  by  OHV 
use  along  the  southwest  boundary  of  the  Wilderness 
Area.   Even  though  throughout  the  RMP/DEIS  there  are 
statecents  about  the  negative  impact  of  OHY's  on 
cultural,  natural,  and  scenic  values,  the  only 
specific  OHV  dune  riding  recreational  opportunity  is 
in  a  unique  and  valuable  natural  and  cultural 
resources  area.   Are  there  alternative  areas  which 
would  be  less  sensitive? 
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-  We  are  very  interested  in  reviewing  any  future  plans 
to  manage  the  Sand  Castle  ACEC. 

•  Ue  have  documented  Incidents  of  archeologlcal 
resource  vandalism  and  theft  along  our  common  boundary 
with  the  Sand  Castle  area.   OHV  use  may  adversely 
affect  archeologlcal  sites  and  can  lead  to  increased 
site  vandalism.   Again,  the  question  of  OHV  regulation 
and  the  protection  of  Important  resources  surfaces. 
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12/  es 

Dave  Taliaferro 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Canor.  City  District 

POB  1171 

Canon  City.  Colorado  6:212 

Dear  Hr .  Taliaferro, 

I  an  writing  to  sake  khc*.?,  my  support  of  the  Natural  Resource 
Enhancement  Management  Plan  as  the  appropriate  river  management 
plan  for  the  San  Luis  Resource  Area  In  Southern  Colorado .  My 
concern  Is  that  wildlife  protection,  with  goals  to  acquire  scenic 
or  protective  easements  on  the  east  side  of  the  river,  be  included 
in  the  RMP. 

|  As  noted  in  the  RMP,  excessive  or  untimely  recreational  use  on  the 
1  1  5_3  I  Upper  Rio  Grande  Box  hat  created  pressures  on  the  raptor  and  water 
I  fowl  population.   without  regulation  of  the  recreational  boating 
season,  permanent  harm  will  result  to  wildlife  populations. 


115-1 
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|  The  reach  of  the  Rio  Grande  between  Lobatos  Bridge  and  the  New 
1  -ic  /  ■  Mexico  state  line  should  be  administered  as  If  it  were  Wild  * 
1  lsJ'^  |  scenic,  and  BUK  should  s-pport  Wild  k     Scenic  designatic 

[  congress. 


by 


Sincerely. 


7, 


<Vl. 


P.O.  6c>    "77 


bwH  Iwaii— ws>» 

LEWIS  r>  tNJZ 
\Q-t  hor-  im  a.** 
Kx>9*>    Cion;     f'lJC 
r%om*    (Tii    T*:  3T« 
C*p-ic    tbi  2962 
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COLORADO 

MOUSE     OF     REPRESENTATIVES 

ITATt     C**ITOL 

DCMVCR 

December  13,  1989 


N»i>ofta,  Con**i*nc*  0 
SUM  l«9  ciaicMt 


Mr.  David  Taliaferro 

RHP  Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Canon  City  District  Office 

P.O.  Box  1171 

Canon  City,  CO  81212 


Re:   San  Luis  Resource  Management  Plan 
and  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


Dear  Mr.  Taliaferro: 
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Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment  upon  the  resource 
management  plan  that  you  have  prepared  for  the  San  Luis  Valley. 
In  most  regards,  you  are  to  be  commended  for  your  efforts.   The 
plan  is  certainly  extensive  and  gives  us  all  a  clear  picture  of 
what  your  agency  proposes. 

Despite  your  efforts,  however,  the  recommendation  contained 
in  the  plan  which  calls  for  the  designation  of  the  lower  Rio 
Grande  as  a  wild  and  scenic  river  is  completely  unacceptable.   As 
you  are  well  aware,  the  designation  of  a  river  under  the  National 
Wild  and  Scenic  River  law,  16  D.S.C.  1271,  £1  sea,  .  not  only 
protects  the  land  along  the  river,  but  also  creates  a  federal 
reserved  water  right  for  as  much  water  as  the  federal  land 
managers  determine  is  necessary.   Obviously,  with  over  600,000 
acres  of  irrigated  farm  land,  as  well  as  tens  of  thousands  of 
citizens  and  their  communities  located  upstream  from  this 
segment,  it  is  completely  unacceptable  to  have  a  wild  and  scenic 
river  designation  which  gives  federal  regulators  the  ability  to 
control  changes  in  water  use  patterns  and  development. 

As  an  elected  representative  of  these  citizens,  I  must 

strenuously  resist  your  proposal.   The  Rio  Crande  and  Conejos 
Rivers  are  greatly  over-appropriated  and  there  is  no  water,  other 
than  that  delivered  to  Texas  and  New  Mexico  under  the  terms  of 
the  Rio  Crande  Compact,  which  would  b*  available  for  instream  use 
without  creating  inevitable  and  unacceptable  adverse  consequence' 
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Mr.  Taliaferro 

Page  2 

Decenoer  13,  1S69 

I  for  the  citizens  living  upstream  in  the  San  Luis  Valley.   The 
LT5uTpose  of  the  National  wild  and  scenic  River  legislation  is  not 
to  provide  federal  officials,  such  as  yourself,  with  control  over 
the  destiny  of  citizens  of  the  San  Luis  Valley,  but  that  would  be 
the  result  of  your  proposal. 
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Insofar  as  Appendix  E  to  the  Resource  Management  Plan 
purports  to  be  an  environmental  impact  statement,  1  must  inform 
you  that  in  my  judgment  it  is  woefully  inadequate  in  assessing 
the  environmental  and  human  consequences  of  the  proposed 
designation.   There  is  absolutely  no  consideration  of  the  real 
environmental  effects  that  such  a  designation  would  have  on  the 
San  Luis  Valley,  and  I  must  ask  you  to  abandon  your  efforts  to 
designate  this  reach  of  the  Rio  Grande  at  this  time. 

This  is  not  to  say  that  it  would  not  be  appropriate  for  you 
to  exercise  control  over  the  area  as  a  special  resource  manage- 
ment area  which  would  focus  on  land  use  issues  rather  than  on 
stream  flow  which  has  6uch  a  strong  and  adverse  impact  on  water 
use  within  our  state.   Thank  you  very'  much  for  your 
consideration. 


Very  truly  yours, 


~i 


Governor  Roy  Roner 

Senator  Tim  Kirth 

Senator  Bill  Armstrong 

Representative  Ben  Campbell 

John  Sayre,  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior 

Dr.  Jeris  A.  Denielson,  State  Engineer 

J.  William  McDonald,  Director,  Colorado  Water  Conservation 

Board 
David  w.  Robbins 
Lynn  Kopfman,  President,  Rio  Grande  Water  Conservation 

District 
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Dave  Taliaferro 

Bureau   of    Land  Management 

Canor.  City  District 

P0E    1111 

Canon  City,  Colorado  61212 

Dear  Mr.  Taliaferro. 

I  it  writing  to  make  known  my  support  of  the  Natural  Resource 
Enhancement  Management  Plan  as  the  appropriate  river  management 
plan  for  the  Sen  Luis  Resource  Area  in  Southern  Colorado.  My 
concern  is  that  wildlife  protection,  with  goals  to  acquire  scenic 
or  protective  easements  on  the  east  side  of  the  river,  be  included 
in  the  RMP. 


As  noted  in  the  RMP.  excessive  or  untimely  recreational  use  on  the 
Opper  Rio  Grande  Box  has  created  pressures  on  the  raptor  and  water 
fowl  population.  Without  regulation  of  the  recreational  boating 
season,  permanent  harm  will  result  to  wildlife  population*. 

The  reach  of  the  Rio  Grande  between  Lobatos  Bridge  end  the  New 
Mexico  state  .line  should  be  administered  as  if  it  were  Wild  a 
Scer-le.  and  BLM  should  support  Wild  *  Scenic  designation  by 
concreee. 

Sincerely, 


V 


f  7S~. 


(217CB) 
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118-3 
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►  .r.  6c.  - 

Del    No-t».    Cc*o'»ce      6::32 
- ?:*  i    e57-r706 

Mr.  D*vic  T«]i«ferro 

RHP  Team  Leaoer 

Burrtu  d1  _anc  Management 

Canon  Cit*  District  O'fice 

P.O.  Boo  1171 

Canon  Citv,  Co   Bl2i2 

RE.   Comment*  on  tnt  D^aft  San  Lui*  Ke»ource  Management  Plan 
and  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Dear  Mr.  Tal l»ftrroi 

We   are   writing  to  toD^Mt  our  concern  with  the  oortion  of 

the   above-referenced   olar.  which  propose*  to  Designate   tne  Rio 

Granoe  r*e*r       the   Coloraoo-New  Mexico  state  line  as   a  wild  and 

scenic  river  under  the  National  Wi lo  ano  Scenic  River  System.  We 

strongly   encourage  vou  NOT  to  Designate  the  Rio  Granae   tor  tne 
f  ol lowing  reasons: 

1.  The  Rio  Granoe  in  that  reach  could  hardly  oe  Described 
as  "tree-flowing."  While  there  arm  no  oams  in  this  area,  the 
source  o'  the  water  tor  muc  o*  the  year  comes  trom  irrigation 
return  tlows  trom  lands  in  tne  San  Luis  Valley  Oecause  tne  water* 
of  tne  Rio  Grande  witnin  the  San  Luis  Valley  *r»t  in  many  years, 
totally  utilized  all  summer  pv  irrigation  diversions  and 
municipal  users  with  no  water  available  to  tne  lower  reach  ot  the 
river.  wnv  ettort  to  'restore"  this  stretch  ot  the  nv»r  would 
have   significant   adverse  conseouences  on  tne  San   Luis   valley. 

2.  The  water  which  is  del i vereo  through  this  reach  of  the 
river  occurs  as  tne  result  of  aommistration  tor  tne  Rio  Grande 
Comoact  and  not  because  tne  river  is  in  a  "natural "  condition. 
It  is  essential  that  the  State  of  Colorado  and  the  water  user*  in 
the  San  LUis  Valley  have  freedom  to  administer  the  existing  water 
rights  unoer  the  Rio  Grade  Compact.  Any  effort  to  "restore"  the 
Rio  Grande  will  inevitably  place  limitation  on  Colorado's  aoility 
to  utilize  its  compact-apoortioned  snare  of  the  ri^mr    %    flow. 

3.  The  Rio  Granoe  and  Conejos  Rivers  and  tributaries 
thereto  a~e  grossly  over-appropriated  and  tnere  arm  substantially 
greater  legal  rights  to  the  use  of  water  ir  most  year*  than  there 
is  water  in  the  stream. 


The  establ isnment  of  a 


i Id  and  scenic  rj v 
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reacn  wOu  1c  creitf  a  re**-  «.ec  waie*-  '■ipt  wnjcn  tne  ieoer#i 
management  agent <•  would  tner.  nave  tne  at. lit*  tc  utilize  tc 
trustraie  cnange*  in  ~e x •<  •-  igr  t*  anc  improved  wa  ler  u*e 
flficiffnc  witnir,  tne  San  Lull  Va 1 le»  .  Tmt  jr.  turn  w&u)  o  cau*e 
enormcu*  expense  tc  Our  citizens. 

*.    The  Rjo  Granoe  oe  1  o*.  tne  Coloraoo  state  line  i*  alreaov 
oencnatec  a*  a  w:io   rive*-  anc  mi*  snort  segment  ir  Col oraoc  a* 


-tezessar-.     tc 


rcu:t    tne    rjvt'    within    Ne~    ie» 


:c  . 


c.  Tnere  it  a  *uga**t  ior  in  tne  rpifencec  clan  that  tne 
administrative  control  over  tne  river  would  be  placed  in  tne 
hano*  of  tne  Tao*  Re*ou'ce  Management  srma.  a  situation  which  we 
f  mo  to  be  unaccec-.aDle. 


7.  Over  naM  of  the  land  along  the  rjver  cornoor 
proposed  tor  Designation  is  in  private  ownership  and  we 
soecitically  resist  tne  concept  tnat  tne  leoeral  government  woul d 
come  ir\  and  force  lano  u*e  control*  and  restriction*  on  private 
land  owners . 


8.  Tne   Ui Id   ano  Scenic  River*  Act  *  1  lows  your  agency   to 

conoemn  or  i  vate  lano  if  the  ri^rr    i*   oesignated.    Uie   strongly 

resist  a  Designation  which  would  then  permit  tne  conoemnation  ot 

private  property . 


9.  This  river  should  not  be  managed  solely  for  tne  benet i t 
of  a  few  floaters.  It  ooes  not  nave  the  requisite  outstanaing 
remarkable  values  to  justify  its  inclusion. 


10.  The  management  of  this  river  can  be  accompl ished  just 
as  well  through  a  special  resource  management  *re*  which  would 
pro tec  t  tne  existing  values  but  would  not  i moose  tne  onerous 
burdens  and  restrictions  on  the  citizens  of  the  San  Luis  Val ley 
that  a  national  wiio  and  scenic  river  would  impose. 


""I  or a ft 


resource  management  pi an  establ ishes  that  the 
1  i  CJ  1  1  proposed   cesignation   of  the  Rio  Grande  would  have   no   economic 
benefit   tr   our  region  and  we  see  no  reason  to  impose  these   new 
I  restrictions  without  any  benetits. 
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12.  we  believe  that  the  Rio  Grande  River  Study  Reoort, 
Appendix  E  to  the  referenced  document,  is  wnolly  maoeauate.  It 
ignores  existing  water  use  ano  water  ouality  data.  It  draws 
conclusions  wnich  arm  unwarranted  by  tne  facts  and  it  tails  to 
consioer  the  bul  k  ot  the  impacts  to  both  tne  natural  and  numar 
environment*  within  the  San  _uis  valley. 


in   this 


we   respectful  1 v  reouest  that  tne  Bureau  ot  Lane   Management 
1  i D.i  Oj  withdraw  its  recommenoation  to  Designate  the  Rio  Granoe  above  the 


Coloraoo-New 


Mexi co   state  1 : 


as  a  wild  and   scenic   river  and 
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:HE  RIO  GRANDE  WATER  USERS  ASSN. 


insteao    manage    tne    arm*    pursuant    to    special    management    status. 


verv     trwl»     *ou 


December   21,    1989 


3-$fJC 


BBB/p« 

HCt    Trustees 
111. 


B.«-n»y  E.  El.ct.  MAVQR 


Mr.  David  Taliaferro 

RMF  Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Canon  City  District  Office 

P.  0.  Box  1171 

Canon  City,  Colorado  61211 


Re: 


Consents  on  Draft  San  Luis  Resource  Management  Plan 
and  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
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Dear  Mr.  Taliaferro: 

The  Rio  Grande  Water  Users  Association  (the  Water  Users) 
submits  these  comments  regarding  the  draft  San  Luis  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  published  in 
September,  1969. 

The  Water  Users  represent  all  the  major  diverters  of  water 
from  the  Rio  Grande  mainstea  in  Colorado.  The  ditches,  canals  and 
reservoirs  owned  and  operated  by  these  water  users  supply  necessary 
irrigation  water  to  over  300,000  acres  of  productive  lands  in  the 
San  Luis  Valley.  The  water  supply  available  to  these  lands  is.  in 
dry  cycles,  insufficient  to  maintain  the  irrigation  requirements 
of  the  acreage  irrigated.  Additional  new  water  management  plans 
and  storage  vessels  are  needed  in  order  to  sustain  the  existing 
economy  of  the  San  Luis  Valley.  Flexibility  in  the  mode  of  use  of 
existing  water  rights  and  facilities  is  therefore  an  imperative  for 
the  people  of  the  Valley.  The  proposal  to  create  a  Wild  and  Scenic 
River,  pursuant  to  federal  law,  on  the  lowest  reach  of  the  Rio 
Grande  in  Colorado,  threatens  the  environment  on  which  the  Water 
Users  depend. 

A  study  now  issued  in  draft  form  by  the  Colorado  Water 
Conservation  Board  and  sponsored  by  the  San  Luis  Valley  water 
Conservancy-  District  shows  that  further  use  and  development,  by 
upstream  storage,  of  Rio  Grande  water  is  available  to  the  people 
of  the  San  Luis  Valley  under  and  in  compliance  with  the  terms  of 
the  Rio  Grande  Compact.  The  Compact  mandates  deliveries  of  certain 
portions  cf  the  flow  of  the  Rio  Grande  to  New  Mexico  and  Texas. 
Those  requirements  vary  according  to  the  variable  flow  of  the  river 
in  each  year.  The  Compact  also  secures  to  the  water  users  of 
Colorado  the  right  to  a  share  of  the  river  flow.  Creation  of  a 
wild  and  Scenic  River  at  the  State  Line  and  the  reach  above  the 


119 


119 


Mr.  David  Taliaferro 
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State  Line,  as  called  for  in  the  referenced  Study,  will  prohibit 
that  allowance  for  further  development  promised  to  Colorado  by  the 
downs t reai  states  and  by  tne  Federal  Government  when  all  of  those 
entities  ratified  and  approved  the  Rio  Grande  Compact.  This 
results  from  the  provisions  of  16  U.S.C.  1284  (c) ,  which  creates 
a  federal  reserved  water  right  for  wild  and  scenic  river  purposes, 
and  thus  prevents  the  further  use,  change,  development,  modifica- 
tion, and  initiation  of  new  management  practices  of  this  basic 
water  resource.  In  1948  for  example,  the  Compact  would  have 
allowed  the  upstream  storage  of  a  further  75,000  a.f.  of  water. 

I  Nowhere  in  the  study  was  there  the  slightest  consideration  of 
119-2'  the  impacts  on  the  human  environment  of  these  obvious  consequences 

|  of  the  proposed  federal  action.  Ke  therefore  believe  that  the 
arart  EIS  is  hopelessly  inadequate.  We  further  believe  that  the 
BLM  has  thus  failed  its  statutory  responsibility.  It  should  start 
anew,  and  offer  full  opportunity  for  participation  by  the  Water 
Users  and  full  consideration  of  the  water  consequences  of  the 
proposed  Wild  and  Scenic  River. 
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119-4 
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The  Study,  under  the  most  strained  favorable  construction, 
considers  only  impacts  within  the  reach  of  the  proposed  Wild  and 
Scenic  Designation.  Yet  the  consequences  of  creation  of  a  Wild  and 
Scenic  River  operate  on  the  human  environment  on  all  upstrear  river 
v s e s -   The  Study  is  therefore  plainly  inadequate  under  the  law. 


The  Rio  Crande  at  the  State  Line  has  been  recorded  as  a  no- 
flow  river.  According  to  the  United  States  Geological  Survey  Water 
Data  Reports  for  the  Rio  Grande  Basin,  flows  near  Lob&tos,  Colorado 
{a  point  within  the  reach  of  the  Rio  Grande  studied]  were  zero  for 
extended  periods  of  days  in  1950-51,  and  in  1956.  The  Rio  Grande, 
below  Alaoosa,  is  as  far  froc  a  free-flowing  natural  river  as 
exists  in  the  West.  Further,  we  challenge  the  notion  that  the 
River,  in  this  reach,  can  be  "restored  to  its  free-flowing 
condition",  as  required  by  statute  for  inclusion,  without  devasta- 
tion to  historical  and  existing  conditions.  Nowhere  does  the  draft 
EIS  discuss  the  consequences  or  even  the  plan  you  may  have  for  such 
"restoration" .  We  therefore  believe  that  the  Rio  Grande  simply 
does  not  qualify  for  inclusion  as  a  wild  and  Scenic  River  under  the 
statutory  criteria. 

Your  suggestion  of  use  of  Closed  Basin  flows  is  also  unsound. 
The  BLK  has  no  right  to  affect  the  rode  of  operation  of  the  Closed 
Basin  Project.  Its  yield  is  variable.  Its  mode  of  operation  is 
fixed  by  law,  and  delegated  to  an  operations  committee  for 
implementation  of  that  law. 
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The  Study  Bakes  no  analysis  whatsoever  of  the  quality  issues 
associated  with  a  designation  of  a  Wild  and  Scenic  River.  Since 
the  Rio  Grande  in  this  reach  is  generally  a  river  composed  largely 
(and  in  some  seasons  almost  exclusively)  of  return  flows  from 
agricultural  and  municipal  uses,  the  Study  is  hopeitssly  flawed  by 
this  omission.  Tne  potential  costs  of  quality  improvements  on  the 
victims  upstream  is  sirply  ignored.  This  is  wrong,  and  fails  to 
meet  the  requirements  of  law  for  an  EIS. 


Finally,  we  believe  that  this  reach  of  the  Rio  Grande  was 
previously  studied  for  inclusion  as  a  Wild  and  Scenic  River  at  the 
time  that  a  segment  of  the  River  in  New  Mexico  was  so  designated. 
The  result  of  that  previous  study  was  the  federal  decision  to  drop 
efforts  for  inclusion  of  the  Colorado  segment.  This  decision 
should  be  controlling  of  your  actions  now. 


Please  start  over.   You  made  hopeless  mistakes,  and  have 
produced  a  terribly  flawed  and  inadequate  document. 

Finally,  we  adopt  the  additional  points  made  in  the  statement 
filed  with  you  by  the  Rio  Crande  water  Conservation  District. 


Sincerely  yours. 


ttUi  M 

Bill  V.  Koptman 

President, 

Rio  Grande  Water  Users  Association 


cc:   John  U.  Carlson,  Esq. 
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December  1989 

To:   Dave  Taliaferro 

tbl.  bri.J    ,„,..   i,  „  ,„„,    „  ,xprr§s   concern  ^^    rtj 

future  management  p,.„  ,„  ,„«  Rio  Cron(Je  in  tbf    ^    ui<  v>]i(^ 

">*""""»  ""   "-2  •»«•  «»»  of  the  C.I„.4o.K.«  Mex.co 
border.   w.  would  like  to  expr...  .upport  for  the  R.tur.l  »...„«« 

Enhancement  Alternative.  .,„,..<  ir,  the  Draft  Re.ourc,  H.nagement 
tli-i  We  would  l.vor  .Cation.!  Wild  and  Scenic  protection  for  that 


««i.r,.  .ion,  van  other  section,  of  the  Rio  Cr.nd,  in  Colorado. 

In  thi.  tl„  Bf  dvmdUng  re.ourc...  growing  population  and 

Pollution,  ,,  i.  critical  that  w.  look  at  our  natural  resource,, 

....ei.ll,  our  river.,  a.  re.ourc,,  that  need  to  be  enhanced  and 


preserved  in 


any  way  poisible.   If 


ie  continue  to  u>e  re.ource. 


with  little  regard  fox  ...t.i.abl.  use  and  future  generation.. 
-.  win  ...  degradation  of  our  re.ourc..  to  the  pomt  that  the, 
-ill  be  difficult  to  r,p.lr.   W,  .r,  „«  la  .upp0r[  ..  ,„, 
Preferred  Alternative  or  an,  of  the  other  .Itern.tive.  outlined 
in  tbe  RKP. 

Sincere ly , 
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r  0   L'  .'.v  »U 
MANAMA  OOLOttAOO  81141 


Decenucr    13,     1  Ml  0 


Kr.  David  Taliaforic 
W.P  Tear  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Mar.aaencnt 
Conor.  City  District  Cffice 

P.O.  Box  1171 

Canon  City,  CO  01::; 


Dear  "r.  Taliafcr: 


Conncnts  on  the  Draft  San  Luis 
Resource  Manaqeinent  Plan  ant) 
Lnv;ronmental  Impact  Statement 


we  are  vrit.r.g  to  express  our  concern  with  the  portion  of 
the  above-referenced  plar.  which  proposes  to  designate  the  kio 
Grende  near  the  Colorado-New  Mexico  state! ine  as  a  wild  and 
scenic  river  under  the  National  wild  and  Scenic  River  Systea.   He 
Ctrongly  encournac  you  not  to  designate  the  Rio  Grande  for  th« 
following  reasons: 


sou  I 
rctu 


p.M 
rive 
have 
Vou 


3.  The  Riu  Grande  in  that  reac 
f  rcc-fiowincj .  "  i.'hile  there  art  n 
ce  of  the  water  for  nuch  of  the  y 
rn  flows  Iror  lands  in  the  San  Lu 
he  Ric  Grande  within  the  San  Luis 
Jly  utilized  all  summer  by  irriga 
users  with  no  water  available  to 
Any  effort  to  "restore"  this 

significant  adverse  consequences 
.have  failed  tc  consider  this  situ 
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could  hardly  be  described 
riamc  in  this  area,  the 
ear  comes  iron  irrigation 
is  Valley  because  the  waters 

Valley  are,  in  many  years, 
tion  diversions  and  nunici- 
the  lower  reach  of  the 
stretch  of  the  river  would 

on  the  San  Luis  Valley, 
ation  in  your  analysis. 

;.    The  water  which  is  delivered  through  this  reach  of  the 
river  occurs  as  the  result  of  administration  for  the  Ric  Grande 
Compact  and  net  because  the  river  is  in  a  "natural"  condition. 
It  ir  essential  tl.st  the  State  cf  Colorado  and  the  water  users  In 
the  San  Luis  VallO)  have  freedom  to  administer  the  existing  water 
rights  under  the  Rio  Crandc  Compact.   Any  effort  to  "restore"  the 
K:c  Crar.de  will  inevitably  place  limitations  on  Colorado's 


:  c • . .  r. :  ■  r   : 


till.-., 

fu.. 


t:    Thr    river's 
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1.    "he  Rir  'Jrande  and  Conrjcs  Hivero  «nd  tr.Lutaries 
thereto  ere  grcss!)  ovor-appropnrlc J  ai-c  there  arc  substantially 
rr'jte:  legal  r.(/f-  to  the  use  cf  watc.  ;n  n.::t  yt-*t »  than  there 
is  vztcr  in  tr.o>  strcar. 

<.    The  octal  '.  .f.acr.t  of  j  u;;*.  .inn  cco.ir  r.vtr  in  this 
reach,  wou.d  creat  •  a  !i-servcJ  waicr  rissni  which  the  federal 
r  ;»r>r"3  er.tr.  t  agency  -.rjid  thcr.  have  tnt-  utility  tc  utilize  to 
frustrate  vt.ar.scc  ::.  water  rights  and  ir.r  roved  water  use 
efficiency  witr.in  :*ic  San  L*jis  Valley,  ir.is    in  tern  would  cause 
c ncrcous  expense  t c  zxr   citizens. 

5.  The  Kio  Grande  below  trie  Colorado  state- line  is  already 
designated  as  a  wild  river  and  this  short  Regnant  in  Colorado  is 
unnecessary  to  pi otr ct  the  river  within  Ucw  Kcxico. 


6.    There  is  a  suggestion  in  l ho  referenced  plan  that  the 
adrir.istrative  control  over  the  river  would  be  placed  in  the 
hands  of  the  7ac.c  Resource  Management  area,  a  situation  which  vt 
find  to  be  unacceptable. 


7 .    Over  half  cf  the  land  alcng  t  :.c  riv«r  corridor  proposed 
for  designation  is  in  private  ownership  ar.d  wc  rpc-c.  f  ically 
resist  the  concept  that  the  federal  government  wouid  come  in  and 
force  land  use  controls  and  restriction:;  on  private  land  owners. 

1.         The  L'ild  and  Scenic  Fivers  Act  allows  your  agency  to 
cer.der.n  private  land  if  the  river  is  dor  ianat^d.   we  ctrongly 
resist  a  designation  which  would  than  porrit  tr.e  condemnation  cf 
private  property. 


9.    This  r*vor  should  not  bo  r.ana<;cd  solely  for  the  benefit 
cf  n  few  flcaterc.   It  docs  not  have  tr.i  requisite  outstanding 
rcrar/.able  values  to  justify  its  inclusion.. 


10.   The  rarancr.ent  of  this  river  c.ir.  be  accorr.pl  ishec  just 
as  well  thrcuer.  a  special  resource  r.anagcront  jrca  which  would 
protect  the  existing  values  but  would  nnt  impose  the  onerous 
burdens  and  restrictions  on  the  citizens  cf  the  San  Luis  Valley 
tr.at  a  naticnal  wild  and  scenic  river  would  impose. 


11.   Tr.e  -ra't  rorource  manager  on*,  pl.m  establishes  that  the 
p-cr.csed  desigmt  irn  of  the  Rio  Gran-le  -ouid  have  r.3  economic 
benefit  tc  cur  rca.c::  and  we  sec  r.r    reason  to  ir.pose  these  new 


Kr.  Taliaferro 
Iso'j  3 
Of.iios.ter  13,  .9 
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12.   Kc  tel.-..v  that  the  Ric  Crar.o.  fc.vci  Study  Report, 
/.jpcndix  E  to  the  lefcrencoj  do.-ument,  is  wholly  inadequate.  Z 
ignores  existing  water  use  and  water  quality  oata.   It  draws 
conclusions  which  are  unwarranted  by  the  lactr  and  it  fails  to 
consider  the  fculK  of  the  impacts  to  bet!"  t:ie  natural  and  human 
_t_2vircnnents  within  the  San  Luis  Valley. 


Kc  respectfully  request  th-t  the  liurvdu  of  Land  Manaqe»*nt 
withdraw  its  reconr.endation  to  drsignati  the  Kio  Grande  above  the 
Colorado-New  Mexica  stateline  as  a  wild  and  scenic  river  and 
instead  ranagc  the  area  pursuant  to  special  management  status"-'"" 


Very  truly  yours. 


t^£3'1cZ)50r 


rjCS    WaTOI    CaUS: 
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1 860  Lincoln  Street  Suite  404  •  Denver.  Colorado  802»S 
303/86CKO98 


December  21,  1989 


Mr.  Dave  Taliaferro 
RMP  Team  leader 
Canon  City  District 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.  0.  Box  1171 
Canon  City.  CO  81212 

Dear  Mr.  Taliaferro: 

On  behalf  of  the  Rocky  Mountain  011  a  Gas  Association  (RMOGA),  I  appreciate 
this  opportunity  to  provide  the  BLM  with  conrnents  on  the  Draft  San  Luis  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  As  you  know,  RMOGA  Is  a 
trade  association  representing  hundreds  of  members  who  account  for  more  than  90% 
of  the  oil  and  gas  exploration,  production  and  transportation  activities  1n  the 
Rocky  Mountain  West.  Therefore,  we  have  a  vital  Interest  1n  how  the  BLM  intends 
to  manage  Its  lands  In  conjunction  with  oil  and  gas  activities. 

We  would  like  to  comnend  the  BLM  on  Us  preparation  of  a  concise,  yet 
comprehensive.  Resource  Management  Plan.  Obviously,  we  would  prefer  that  the 
BLM  adopt  the  Resource  Production  Alternative  because  1t  would  provide  an 
Increase  1n  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development  opportunities  over  wnat 
currently  exists  1n  the  area.  Nevertheless,  the  Preferred  Alternative  appears 
to  constitute  a  good  mix  of  uses  while  still  allowing  for  reasonable  access  to 
explore  for  and  produce  energy  resources.   There  are,  however,  a  couple  of 


Issues  which  require  discussion. 


First,  we  reguest  that  BLM  clarify  and  Incorporate  1n  the  final  planning 
documents  the  rationale  for  leasing  bighorn  sheep  lambing  range  with  a  strict  no 
surface  occupancy  requirement.  It  would  seem  that  a  timing  limitation  would 
provide  adequate  protection  for  this  sensitive  resource  without  having  to  resort 
to  a  preclusion  of  all  act1v1tly  on  a  year-round  basis.  There  may  also  be  other 
types  of  mitigation  measures  available  which  would  suffice  to  safeguard  the 
lambing  range. 

Second,  we  strongly  recommend  that  a  map  be  included  1n  the  final  planning 
documents  and  Record  of  Decision  which  displays  where  the  various  lease 
stipulations  will  be  applied.  We  are  aware  that  the  planning  documents  contain 
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wr.   Dave  Taliaferro 
M"  lear-  leace' 
Canon  Citj  District 
Bureau  of  lino  Management 
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CITY  of  MONTE  VISTA 


r.tn  r    .'2.     1 1f 


cajt  two 


naps  showing  tne  location  of  tne  resources  found  m  tne  San  Luis  Resource  Area, 
but  it  is  not  clearly  indicated  »nere  stipulations  will  be  utilized.  Sued 
information  1s  extremely  useful  to  companies  when  they  are  considering  future 
activities  In  the  area.  Memsers  of  tne  public  would  undoubtedly  also  find  this 
information  useful,  and  It  woulo  luely  help  reduce  tne  public's  confusion  wnen 
activities  are  proposed  on  a  lease  m  the  future.  A  page-sized  map  would  serve 
the  purpose  of  disclosing  this  important  information. 


Mr.   l)...  10  la)  i.itrrc 

Ml    tear    Lradrr 
fcjr.au  of    Land  Han«n«r, 

PL     box     1D1 

Cafien  Cll\  .   CO     81212 


b.ar    Mr.    Talial. 


Again,  we  appreciate  tne  opportunity  to  provide  you  with  our  views  and 
recccnenaatlon.  If  you  would  lite  to  discuss  our  comments  in  further  detail, 
please  contact  me. 

Sincerely. 


Alice  Frell  Benltez 
Public  Lands  Director 


AFB:cw 
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Tr.is  letier  If  brini.  -ruler  on  oh*  If  ol  ihr  C 1 1>  o(  Mortf  Vista  lo  srr 
question  the  proposal  to  desipnati-  t  h.  lover  portion  of  iff  Rio  Grand*-  K  i 
CoioTatdo  as   Wild  and   Scenic    ur.d<  r    the   National    Wild   and   Scrr.it    Rivtr    bwitr. 
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First,  we  question  lis  eliglDllil>  as  envisioned  by  Congress  in  their  declaration 
o(  policy,  stating  imt  "certain  rivers  be  selected  vhicn  possess  outstanding 
rerarkab'.r  scenic  ■  recreational,  geographical,  fish  and  wildlife,  historic,  or 
»«■'.   While  m 


similar  values".   Untie  man\  of  these  criteria  . 
el  of  the  beholder,  •>>  ftel  '.hat  Lht  pricipal  reason 
that  it  lacks  th*-s*>  attracting  vaiui-s. 


s  sfen  by  the 
lacks  development 


Secondlv,  one  of  the  onnicpal  reasons  tht  Wild  and  Scenic  Pivi-r  Act  was  proposed 
tor  passage  bv  Congress  was  to  deter  me  building  of  river  ciai.  Since  the  use  of 
water  In  the  Rio  Crancc  is  so  tied  up  by  water  rights,  tht-  Pio  Grande  Compact,  and 
the  Closed  Basin  Project,  we  seriously  doubt  tha:  dar  builcing  should  be  a  reason 
to  put  it  unoer  protection. 


Kext ,  since  our  first  twe  points  indicate  a  lack  of  need  for  protection,  we  do  not 
feel  that  the  expense  o£  cesignating  and  later  ao-rinister ing  the  river  as  wild  and 
scenic  it  a  Justlfiec  use  of  public  money.  We  further  feel  that  placing 
additional  regulation  on  this  river  and  its  waters  will  onl;  further  complicate 
the  rights  and  uses  of  the  water  bv  the  people  in  the  San  Luis  Valley,  resulting 
In  litigation  to  try  to  settle  differences. 


Ue  therefore  respectfully  request  that  you  withdraw  your  recommendation  lo  include 
this  portion  of  the  Rio  Crande  River  in  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System. 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  respond  to  the  proposal. 
Sincerely. 


Ronald  Schulz.  Mayor  ° 
Citv  of  Monte  Vista 


cc:   Rio  Cranae  Water  Conservation  Dis-.rict 
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Tbc  BLR  bas  been  by  tradition  the  government  agency  tbat  meet  mismanaged 
Its  lands.   Driving  on  back  roads  one  could  almost  always  spot  ELM 
grassland;  it  was  the  area  tbat  was  over  grazed  and  in  some  cases  eroded. 
Tbe  throwawoy  areas.   1  was  elated  In  learning  tbe  new  direction  tbe  ELK  Is 
taking  toward  responsible  management  at  tbe  Colorado  Environmental  Coal  It  Ion 
Conference.   It  would  bave  been  wonderful  to  bave  been  on  tbe  CEC  tour  In 
August.  Kirk  Koepsel'e  slides  were  of  great  belp  because  I  bave  not  bad  the 
opportuntly  to  visit  many  of  tbe  ACEC  sites. 

Please  consider  tbe  following  comments  in  your  final  plan: 
«   Be  most  cautious  In  oil  and  gas  leasing.  Tbe  rape  of  tbe  Valley  Is  In 
full  swing  by  botb  public  and  private  entitles.   Ac  a  native  Coloradoan  I 
bave  seen  mucb  destruction  and  expense  all  In  tbe  name  of  oil  and  gas 
production.  There  is  also  tbe  problem  of  tbe  boom  and  bust  syndrome  as  seen 
on  tbe  Vestern  slope.  There  should  be  no  leasing  In  tbe  following  areas: 
Trickle  Mountain,  San  Luis  Hills,  Flattop,  Sand  Castle,  Los  Rogotes,  Blanca 
Wildlife  Area.  Elephant  Rocks  and  Blsbop  Rock.  Particular  care  should  be 
given  to  tbe  Cumbres  and  Toltec  Railroad  corridor  and  tbe  Rio  Grande  River 
corridor.   Tbe  railroad  brings  mucb  pleasure  to  tbe  train  passengers  and 
money  to  tbe  state.   Both  could  be  dlalnlsbed  If  mineral  leasing  and 
production  are  al lowed.   Before  viewing  Kirk's  si  ides  1  bad  no  Idea  tbe  Rio 
Grande  was  so  beautiful.   1  tbougbt  tbe  wbole  river  looked  like  it  does 
around  Alamosa.   Tbe  river  needs  all  tbe  protection  it  can  get!   And 
because  cultural  sites  are  being  destroyed  In  tbe  Valley,  no  leasing  sbould 
b*  allowed  In  these  areas. 

s   Altbougb  we  own  a  Jeep  and  love  tbe  backroads  we  can  take  witb  It,  I 
know  tbat  not  all  ORV  owners  give  mucb  tbougbt  to  wbere  they  are  driving. 
For  this  reason,  1  feel  there  sbould  be  no  off  road  veblcle  recreation  area 
in  tbe  Cattleguard-Sand  Castle  location.  Also  consider  an  additional  land 
acquisition.  Including  Indian  Spring  and  tba  remainder  of  tbe  Cattle-guard 
dig  site.   Our  heritage  must  be  preserved.   Once  It  Is  gone  It  Is  gone.  Ve 
can' t  go  to  K-Mart  and  buy  more. 

*   On  tbe  natter  of  grazing  on  public  lands.   Frankly,  I  don't  tblnk  tbere 
sbould  be  any,  period.  1  bate  It  wnen  a  ranch  is  offered  up  for  sale  and 
tben  lists  X-number  of  acres  of  public  grazing  land  as  part  of  tbe  ranch. 
A  rancher  In  our  area  who  bas  no  public  grazing  rights,  told  me  recently 
tbat  be  figures  he  is  down  S40.00  at  market  time  for  every  cow  be  sells 
from  those  subsldzed  by  grazing  on  public  land.  This  Is  tbe  free  enterprise 
system?   Because  I  know  there  will  continue  to  be  private  profit  from 
grazing  on  public  lands,  please  Introduce  strong  protection  for  riparian 
areas  into  the  management  plan. 


»   Wo  Taos  345  kv  powerllne,  you  know  the  arguments. 


*   Now  to  the  mighty  Rio  Grande  River,  all  41.5  miles  studied  by  tbe  ELH 
should  receive  wild  and  Scenic  designation  and  should  have  a  wide 
protective  corridor.   Tbe  Rio  Grande  Is  an  abused  river,  the  ELM  can 
correct  this  condition  for  a  few  miles. 


Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  future  of  the  BLM  lands  In 
ths  San  Luis  Valley.   Remember  this  is  your  legacy.  Vill  it  be  one  of 
careful  management  or  of  abuse? 


90-  0°*  ?J  ,   o7**  M    ">*«  ^°-  Caaa^JU. 
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Public  Service 
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Denver,  CO     80201-  0640 


December  19,   1989 


Mr.   Dave  Taliaferro,  RMP  Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Canon  City  District 

P.O.   Box  2200 

Canon  City,   CO  81215-2200 

Dear  Dave: 

Public  Service  Company  of  Colorado  appreciates  the  opportunity  to 
review  and  comment  or,  the  draft  Resource  Management  Plan  for  the  San 
Luis  Resource  Area.  As  you  know,  Public  Service  is  a  primary  supplier 
of  electricity  and  natural  gas  to  the  residents  and  industry  in  the  San 
Luis  Valley  and  has  vital  interest  in  the  economic  welfare  of  the  Valley. 
The  Company,  while  sensitive  to  the  environmental  concerns  expressed  in 
the  DRMP,  wants  to  be  sure  that  the  economic  well  being  of  the  residents 
of  the  Valley  is  ensured  and  may  be  enhanced  in  the  future.  It  is  from 
this  perspective  that  Public  Service  offers  the  following  comments  on  the 
DRMP. 

Public  Service  Company  supports  the  Preferred  Alternative  for 
management  of  the  San  Luis  Resource  Area  with  the  following  exception: 


The  proposed  wild  and  scenic  and  other  designations  for  the  Rio 
Grande  River  corridor  will  preclude  the  development  of  utility 
facilities  along  this  corridor  which  has  for  some  time  been  identified 
as  the  most  logical  route  for  linear  facilities  in  and  out  of  the  Valley 
to  the  south.  The  continued  economic  development  of  the  San  Luis 
Valley  will  depend,  to  a  great  extent,  on  the  availability  of  utility 
services  (gas,  electric  and  water)  which  originate  elsewhere. 
Adequate  linear  corridors  will  be  necessary  to  plan  for  and  ultimately 
deliver  these  services  to  the  Valley. 


If  the  Rio  Grande  corridor  is  to  be  closed  to  utility  development,  an 
alternative  corridor  to  the  south  should  be  made  available  in  the  plan. 
Public  Service  suggests  that  a  corridor  be  designated  along  the  western 
side  of  the  San  Luis  Hills  and  the  Flattops  ACECs. 


Because  of  the  variety  of  utilities  that  may  occupy  the  corridor,  the 
corridor  should  be  designated  as  open  to  utility  development  and  should 
be  wide  enough  to  provide  for  the  safe  operation  and  reliability  of  the 
occupying  facilities  and  allow  room  for  alignment  to  avoid  impacts  to 
sensitive  resources.  The  corridor  should  also  be  wide  enough  to  allow 
alternative  routes  where  bnear  facilities  enter  and  exit  private  lands. 
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f-ivn.  juwiuu-  disiussu'iis,  1  believe  wut  such  u  corridor  can  be 
designated  along  ilu<  ***!  suit  ul  the  ian  Luis  Hills,  without  significant 
iiupdCl  lu  tli»:  I'«f6uurce£  present  ui  I heii  management.  1  nave  enclosed  a 
uuip  showing  ihfe  genera  ai-ea  for  your  reference. 

~  pubLic  Service  Company  respectfully  Pequesis  that  you  consider  this 
addition  in  the  linaJ  Hesource  Management  Plan  as  a  substitute  for  the 
original  corridor  along  the  Rio  Grande  River  which  was  approved  in  the 
Record  of  Decision  for  the  San  Luis  -  Taos  34s  kv  Electric  Transmission 
Line. 

Very  iruly  yours, 


-E5  126J   i 

L-JmOSK  CO. 
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V«u  to-  &jkc&. 


*4ohn  K.   Sieck 
Permits  k  Land  Use  Coordinator 


JVS:Ic 
Enclosure 


cc:     John  Hodgins,   CSO 

Dennis  Zachman,   San  Luis  Resource  Area 
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American  ^Rivers 

December  20,  1989 


Dave  Taliaferro,  RMP  Team  Leader 
San  Lui6  Resource  Management  Area 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Canon  City  District  Office 
Post  Office  Box  1171 
Canon  City,  Colorado  81212 


Re: 


Draft  San  Luis  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environment  Impact  Statement 


Dear  Mr.  Taliaferro: 

American  Rivers  is  a  national,  public  interest  not-for-profit 
corporation  with  more  than  12,000  members  nationwide,  including 
many  members  who  use  and  enjoy  the  resources  of  the  San  Luis 
Resource  Management  Area.   American  Rivers  is  the  only  national 
conservation  organization  dedicated  exclusively  to  the 
preservation  of  free-flowing  rivers.   In  our  sixteen-year 
history,  American  Rivers  has  worked  intensively  to  protect  river* 
under  the  federal  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  and  has  actively 
assisted  states  and  local  groups  with  their  river  conservation 
efforts. 

American  Rivers  has  worked  extensively  with  federal  agencies  in 
planning  for  the  river  resources  on  the  lands  they  administer. 
We  have  assisted  the  planning  staff  of  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  ("BLM")  in  Washington  to  clarify  administrative 
direction  for  consideration  of  potential  wild  and  scenic  rivers 
in  BLM's  resource  management  planning,  and  have  reviewed, 
commented  on,  and  protested  numerous  BLM  plans.   We  have  worked 
similarly  with  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  in  developing 
administrative  direction  for  the  evaluation  and  management  of 
potential  wild  and  scenic  rivers  on  the  National  Forests,  and 
reviewed,  commented  on,  and  appealed  numerous  land  and  resource 
management  plans  issued  by  that  agency. 

Section  5(d)  of  the  wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act,  16  U.S.C.  section 
1271  et  sea. ■  requires  all  federal  agencies  to  consider  potential 
national  wild,  scenic  and  recreational  river  areas  in  all 
planning  for  the  use  and  development  of  water  and  related  land 
resources.   16  U.S.C.  section  1276(d).   The  planning 
responsibility  imposed  by  section  5(d)  plainly  requires  the  BLM 
to  assess  the  values  of  potential  wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  during 
the  preparation  of  resource  management  plans  pursuant  to  the 
FLPMA.   Recognizing  that  responsibility,  BLM  Manual  Section 
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Mr.  Dave  Taliaferro 
December  20,  1989 
Page  2 

1623.41.A2d  identifies  wild  and  scenic  river  recommendations  as  a 
possible  determination  to  be  made  in  such  plans. 

To  provide  further  guidance  for  fulfilling  BLM's  planning 
responsibilities  for  potential  wild  and  scenic  rivers,  the 
agency's  Washington  office  on  July  23,  1967  circulated 
Instruction  Memorandum  No.  87-615,  containing  draft  guidelines 
for  identifying,  evaluating,  and  protecting  potential  wild  and 
scenic  rivers  on  BLM  lands.   That  guidance  was  promulgated  by  the 
Director  in  final  form  in  Instruction  Memorandum  No.  87-670  and 
the  attached  Guidelines  for  Fulfilling  Requirements  of  the  wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  (tne  "Guidelines"),  issued  September  8, 

1988. 

Under  the  directions  established  in  the  Guidelines,  planning  for 
potential  wild  and  scenic  rivers  on  BLM  lands  follows  a 
relatively  straightforward,  three-step  procedure.   Each  BLM 
resource  management,  plan  is  to: 

(1)  evaluate  the  eligibility  of  potential  wild  and  scenic 
rivers  within  its  planning  area  for  inclusion  in  the 
National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System  in  accordance 
with  the  criteria  set  forth  in  Section  1(b)  of  the  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  (i.e.,  whether  the  river  is  free- 
flowing  and  possesses  one  or  more  "outstandingly 
remarkable"  values); 

(2)  determine  the  appropriate  classification  ("wild," 
"scenic,"  or  "recreational")  for  rivers  found  to  be 
eligible; 

(3)  assess  the  suitability  of  such  rivers  for  inclusion  in 
the  national  rivers  system,  based  upon  the  public 
values  and  uses  that  would  be  enhanced  or  foreclosed  by 
such  protection,  the  degree  of  public,  state  and  local 
interest  in  designation,  and  practical  concerns 
regarding  costs  and  feasibility  of  administration. 

Guidelines,  Section  VIII,  at  9-12.   Until  a  final  decision  is 
reached  by  the  agency  and,  for  recommended  rivers,  by  Congress, 
BLM  is  to  protect  river  resource  values  and  characteristics 
through  specific  management  prescriptions  established  in  more 
detailed  recreation  area  management  plans  or  project  plans. 
Guidelines,  Section  TV. C. ,  at  p.  7,  Section  IX,  at  p.  20.   As  a 
substantive  decision  regarding  the  appropriate  management  of  a 
sensitive  area,  the  planners'  decision  regarding  suitability  must 
be  accompanied  by  environmental  analysis  pursuant  to  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  ("NEPA").   Guidelines,  Section  VIII. B. 
at  p.  15-16. 
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Mr.  Dave  Taliaferro 
December  20,  1989 
Page  3 


A  common  failing  of  many  plans  is  that  the  initial  screening  of 
eligible  rivers  focuses  solely  upon  rivers  listed  by  the  National 
Park  Service  on  their  Nationwide  Rivers  Inventory  ("NRI").   The 
BLM  is  not  limited  to  an  assessment  merely  of  those  rivers  listed 
on  the  NRI.   Although  the  NRI  provides  a  "primary  database,**  the 
Guidelines  state  that  "[ljisting  on  the  NRI  is  not  confirmation 
of  eligibility,  and  absence  from  the  NRI  does  not  necessarily 
indicate  noneligibility . "    Guidelines,  Section  V.C.I. 

Moreover,  as  BLM  planners  in  other  resource  areas  and  forest 
planners  on  National  Forests  have  frequently  found ,  the  NRI  is 
far  from  a  complete  and  reliable  listing  of  potentially  eligible 
wild  and  scenic  rivers.   The  NRI's  listing  is  sharply  limited  by 
its  use  of  a  non-statutory  length  requirement  of  25  miles  for 
river  segments  and  its  adoption  of  a  screen  for  streamside 
development  that  excluded  recreational  segments,  which  may 
contain  substantial  evidence  of  human  use,  altogether.   The  NRI 
did  not  include  rivers  in  Alaska  or  Montana.   Further,  as  a  very 
practical  manner,  budget  constraints  precluded  a  comprehensive 
examination  of  western  streams.   For  the  BLM  to  fully  carry  out 
its  responsibility  for  river  planning  and  assessment,  it  must 
take  its  own  hard  look  at  the  streams  and  rivers  on  its  lands. 
The  BLM  bears  ultimate  responsibility  for  the  protection  of  the 
resources  on  its  lands;  moreover,  the  BLM  staff,  at  the  resource 
area  and  district  level,  possess  tremendous  knowledge  concerning 
those  resources. 

In  order  to  protect  the  resource  values  and  character  of  it* 
potential  wild  and  scenic  rivers  until  a  decision  is  reached 
regarding  their  designation,  BLM's  Guidelines  require  agency 
planners  to  establish  detailed  management  prescriptions.   The 
Guidelines  state:  M[T]he  RMP  must  prescribe  the  protection 
(interim  management  prescriptions)  to  be  provided  for  the  river 
and  adjacent  public  land  area  per.ding  tne  ttuitaoility  and,  when 
necessary,  subsequent  action  by  the  Congress."   Guidelines, 
Section  Vlll.A.3.a.,  at  p.  11. 


The  Draft  San  Luis  RMP  fails  to  comply  with  administrative 
guidance  to  examine  rivers  other  than  the  Rio  Grande. 

The  Draft  San  Luis  RMP  indicates  the  planners  did  not  examine  any 
potential  wild  and  scenic  rivers  other  than  the  Rio  Grande. 
Other  candidate  rivers  within  the  RMP  may  include  Black  Canyon, 
South  Piney  Creek  and  Zapata  Creek,  each  of  which  are  within 
wilderness  study  areas  adjacent  to  the  Rio  Grande  National 
Forest.   See  RMP  at  2-42.   The  BLM  should  document  the  values  of 
these  streams  and,  if  outstandingly  remarkable  values  are 
present,  coordinate  an  eligibility  study  of  these  streams  with 
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the  Forest  Service.   The  Rock  Creek  and  Dry  Creek  system  appears 
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to  be  a  river  which  may  qualify  for  inclusion  in  the  national 
rivers  system.   The  RMP  documents  significant  cultural  and 
archaeological  resources  in  tnis  area,  as  well  as  the  unique 
scenic  values  associated  with  Bishop  Rock.   Id.  at  2-44.    Ford 


Creek  appears  also  to  be  a  potential  candidate  for  further 
assessment.   See  Appendix  H,  "Areas  of  Special  Concern,*"  at  H-4 
(area  has  potential  vegetation  and  wildlife  research;  crucial 
winter  area  for  big  game  species;  high  scenic  and  recreation 
qualities) .     The  presence  of  a  candidate  TiE  plant  suggests 


that  Rajadero  Canyon  may  possess  outstandingly  remarkable 
.fiC&lsgical  values.   Id.  at  H-9. 

American  Rivers  commends  the  San  Luis  planners  for  their 
attention  to  and  concern  for  the  Rio  Grande  River  Study  Report. 
See  RMP,  Appendix  E.   The  report  documents  well  the  planners 
concern  for  the  resource.   Among  many  other  fine  elements  of  the 
study,  we  believe  the  planers  have  classified  appropriately 
Segment  C.   However,  the  study  report  is  flawed  in  several 
significant  areas.   Certain  other  aspects  of  the  report  are 
confusing. 

First,  our  principal  concern  is  with  the  "Analysis  and 
.Evaluation"  section.   The  planners  do  not  sees  to  understand  the 
distinction  between  "recreational"  use  and  a  "recreational" 
classification.   For  example,  the  planners  have  apparently 


decided,  based  upon  the  opinion  of  the  Alamosa  Refuge  manager, 
that  a  "recreational"  designation  is  not  compatible  with  the 
wildlife  refuge.   Ji^.  at  E-10.   A  river  is  eligible  for  inclusion 
in  the  national  rivers  system  if  it  possesses  one  or  more 
outstandingly  remarkable  values.   One  such  value  is  recreation; 
another  is  fish  and  wildlife  values.   If,  for  example,  that 
section  of  the  river  which  flows  through  the  refuge  possesses 
outstandingly  remarkable  fish  and  wildlife  values,  then  it  is 
eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  national  system.   The  next  step  is 
to  determine  the  appropriate  classification  for  the  river,  based 
upon  existing  streamside  development.   The  appropriate  criteria 
for  determining  such  classification,  as  discussed  above,  are  set 
forth  in  the  Interagency  Guidelines  and  the  Guidelines.   It  may 
be  that  due  to  existing  streamside  development,  the  appropriate 
classification  for  this  segment  of  the  river  is  recreational,. 
however,  such  a  classification  does  net  imply  that  the  river  is 
to  be  managed  for  recreational  purposes.   Rather,  the  river 
segment  should  be  managed  to  protect  and  enhance  the 


The  RMP  does  not  differentiate  between  the  values  which 
may  be  present  in  the  river  corridor  or  beyond  the  corridor. 
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outstandingly  remarkable  values  present  within  the  river 
corridor.   It  may  well  be  that  appropriate  management  of  a  river 
which  possesses  outstandingly  remarkable  fish  and  wildlife  values 
and  that,  due  to  existing  streamside  development,  is  classified 
as  recreational,  would  restrict  recreational  use.   At  the  present 
time,  for  example,  the  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 
administers  6  wild  and  scenic  rivers  in  Alaska.   Management  plans 
insure  that  recreational  use  is  compatible  with  the  purposes  of 
the  refuge.   At  the  same  time,  the  river  and  its  corridor  are 
protected  from  inappropriate  development  otherwise  permitted 
within  the  refuge. 
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Similarly,  the  study  states  that  Segments  A  and  B  do  not  meet  the 
"eligibility  requirements  for  wild,  scenic,  or  recreation 
designation."   Ji.  at  E-ll.   The  next  several  sentences  describe 
criteria  that  are  relevant  to  classification,  i.e.,  shoreline 
development,  but  that  are  absolutely  irrelevant  to  a 
determination  of  the  river's  eligibility.   Apparently,  these 
river  segments  do  not  qualify  for  either  wild  or  scenic 
classification.   If  that  is  the  case,  the  appropriate 
classification  if  recreational.   The  planners,  however,  state 
that  since  the  river  recreational  values  "are  not  considered  to 
be  remarkable,  mainly  because  of  the  lack  of  a  unique  physical 
river  setting,"  the  river  lacks  the  "outstandingly  remarkable 
recreation  values  required  for  a  recreation  classification."   I 
The  planners  are  simply  mistaken  in  this  conclusion. 
Outstandingly  remarkable  recreational  values  are  not  required  for 
»  river  to  be  classified  as  recreational.   Further,  it  would 
appear  that  Segment  B  at  least  receives  substantial  recreational 
use.   See  id.  at  E-12  and  Table  E-l.   American  Rivers  suggests 
that  when  the  planners  revise  the  study,  they  reconsider  whether 
the  recreational  use  of  Segment  B  (and  A) ,  particularly  when 
combined  with  the  recreational  opportunities  of  the  river 
downstream,  qualify  as  outstandingly  remarkable. 


l±. 


Second,  the  report  states  that  the  41.5  miles  of  the  river  study 
area  have  been  identified  as  a  potential  ACEC  and  as  possessing 
some  special  cultural  characteristics.   RMP,  Appendix  E  at  E-l. 
It  would  be  helpful  to  identify  which  particular  resource  values 
were  identified  in  relation  to  the  ACEC  designation.   The  Final 
RMP  should  identify  with  particularity  those  outstandingly 
remarkable  values  present  in  each  identified  river  or  river 
segment . 


Third,  although  the  study  identifies  the  length  of  the  river 
segment  that  is  studied,  the  width  of  the  corridor  is  never 
explicitly  identified.   E.g. .  id^.  at  E-3.   Agency  direction 
provides  that  the  appropriate  corridor  for  purposes  of  the  study 
is  one-quarter  mile  wide  on  each  side  of  the  river.   The  apparent 
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failure  to  Identify  those  outstandingly  remarkable  values  within 
one-quarter  mile  of  the  river  must  be  corrected. 


Fourth,  the  study  should  identify  the  resource  values  present  in 
each  segment  to  determine  whether  the  segment  possesses 
outstandingly  remarkable  values.   The  study  fails  to  do  this. 
For  example,  the  section  of  the  study  titled  "Physical 
Description"  identifies  the  "significant  cultural  value[s]"  and 
paleontological  values  possessed  by  Segment  A.  Id.  at  E-4.   These 


descriptions  suggest  the  river  segment  say  be  eligible  for  wild 
and  scenic  classification  on  the  basis  of  these  values  alone. 
The  scenery  of  this  segment  appears  to  be  very  high.   I<j,   In 
addition,  the  fish  and  wildlife  values  present  in  this  area, 
including  bald  and  golden  eagles,  appear  to  be  very  high.   Id. 
The  description  of  Segment  B  suggests  it  also  possesses 
outstandingly  remarkable  scenic,  recreational  and  fish  and 
wildlife  values,   jjj   Segment  C  appears  to  possess  outstandingly 
remarkable  scenic,  fish  and  wildlife,  and  recreational  values. 
Xflj   The  geologic  values  of  the  area  also  appear  to  qualify  it 
for  the  national  system.   Id.  at  E-10. 


Fifth,  we  commend  the  planners  objective  to  provide 
"[n)onimpairment  interim  management"  for  the  river  corridor. 
However,  the  RMP  should  provide  particular  management 
prescriptions  designed  tc  protect  the  resource  values  and 
character  of  the  river  until  a  decision  is  reached  regarding 
their  designation,  BLM's  Guidelines  require  agency  planners  to 
establish  detailed  sanagesent  prescriptions.   The  Guidelines 
state:  "...  the  RMP  gust  prescribe  the  protection  (interim 
management  prescriptions}  to  be  provided  for  the  river  and 
adjacent  public  land  area  pending  the  suitability  and,  when 
necessary,  subsequent  action  by  the  Congress."  Guidelines, 
Section  Vlll.A.3.a.,  at  p.  11  (emphasis  added). 


The  Guidelines  address  in  detail  the  scope  of  management 
prescriptions  that  should  be  adopted: 

Specific  management  prescriptions  for  river  corridors 
identified  from  the  NRI  list,  or  otherwise  identified  for 
study,  should  provide  protection  in  the  following  ways: 

1.  Free-flovlno  values.   The  free-flowing  characteristics 
of  such  ident:fied  river  segments  cannot  be  modified  to 
allow  stream  .impoundments,  diversions,  channelization, 
and/or  rip-rapping  to  the  extent  the  BLM  is  authorized  under 
law. 

2.  River  values.   Outstandingly  remarkable  values  of  the 
identified  river  segment  or  area  must  be  protected  (subject 
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to  valid  existing  rights)  and,  to  the  extent  practicable, 
enhanced. 

3.   Classification  Impacts.   Management  and  development  of 
the  identified  river  and  its  corridor  cannot  be  modified, 
subject  to  valid  existing  rights,  to  the  degree  that  its 
eligibility  or  classification  would  be  affected  (i.e.,  its 
classification  cannot  be  changed  from  wild  to  scenic,  or 
scenic  to  recreational). 

Guidelines,  IX,  B.,  at  1-20. 

We  trust  these  comments  are  helpful  during  the  Resource 
Management  Plan  process.   We  look  forward  to  participating 
further  in  the  RMP  process.   If  you  have  any  questions  concerning 
any  of  the  matters  set  forth  above,  please  do  not  hesitate  to 
communicate  with  me. 


Thomas  J/Cas&idJ 
Public  Lands  Counsel 


cc:  Robert  G.  Dreher,  Esq.,  sierra  Club  Legal  Defense  Fund 
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OFFICE  OF  THE  STATE  ENGINEER 

DIVISION  Of  WATER  RESOURCES 

1313  Sn«iman  StrMl-ftoom  616 

Derw«i    CoiO'ftOO  60203 

1303)  661  3S61 

December  20.  1989 


Mr.  Dave  Taliaferro 

RMP  Team  Leader.  BLM 

Canon  City  District  Office 

P.O.  Box  1)71 

Canon  City,  CO  81212 


SUBJECT:  Comments  on  the  September,  1989  Draft  San  Luis  Resource  Management 
Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DRMP/EIS) 

Dear  Mr.  Tal iaferro: 

As  State  Engineer  of  Colorado,  1  am  directly  responsible,  by  statute,  for 
the  efficient  and  effective  administration  of  both  surface  and  groundwater  in 
the  state.  1  am  also  the  Colorado  Commissioner  on  the  Rio  Grande  Compact. 

The  Compact  apportions  the  water  of  the  Rio  Grande  between  the  states  of 
Colorado,  New  Mexico,  Texas  and  the  Republic  of  Mexico.  This  Compact  was 
signed  by  the  states,  passed  by  Congress  as  Public  Act  '96,  76th  Congress  and 
signed  by  the  President  on  May  31,  1939. 

Over  50  years  have  passed  since  the  signing  of  the  Compact  and  Colorado 

has  adhered  to  the  provisions  of  the  Compact.   1  note,  with  interest  and  some 
concern,  portions  of  the  DRMP/EIS  that  would  directly  conflict  with  existing 
water  resource  practice  dictated  by  state  and  federal  legislation. 
Specifically,  the  following  comments  are  offered  for  your  consideration. 

1.   Page  3-3  contains  the  following  language,  "Legal  rights  would  be 
acquired  to  use  water  in  support  of  BLM  programs.."  We  assume  the 
water  court  process  will  be  followed. 


Page  3-4,  "It  is  the  policy  of  BLM  to  protect,  maintain,  restore 
and/or  enhance  the  quality  of  waters  on  public  lands."  Depending  on 
what  is  meant  by  this  statement,  it  might  very  well  impact  the 
administration  of  water  rights,  the  Rio  Grande  Compact,  and  the 
operation  of  the  Closed  Basin  Project.  Any  attempt  to  change  the 
current  processes  and  administration  would  have  to  be  done  in 
cooperation  with  all  affected  agencies  and  users. 

The  listed  preferred  alternative  includes  the  recommendation  of  wild 
and  scenic  river  designation  for  a  portion  of  the  Rio  Grande  near 
the  stateline,  and  with  this  concept,  the  establishment  of  minimum 
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streamflows  for  recreation  and  fisheries.  The  establishment  of 
minimum  streamflows  would  impact  the  operation  of  the  Closed  Basin 
Project.  Platoro  Reservoir,  or  any  other  future  project.  The 
development  of  the  Closed  Basin  Project  was  intended  to  assist 
_     Colorado  in  meeting  its  Compact  deliveries  to  Mexico. 

4.   Page  C-l  addresses  BLM  wetland  areas.  In  particular,  the  Emperius 
area  wherein  the  remarks  section  'Closed  Basin  Project  has  water 
rights  capable  of  950  acres."  This  is  not  understood  as  the  known 
situation  on  the  Emperius  tract.  There  are  a  number  of  small  stock 
and  irrigation  wells  on  the  tract.  Any  attempt  to  expand  the  legal 
use  of  those  wells  must  be  done  through  Water  Court  and  not  at  the 
discretion  of  the  BLM.  Also,  there  is  a  great  need  for  the  BLM  to 
continue  efforts  to  resolve  the  Issue  of  illegal  wells  and  expanded 
_     use  on  the  Blanca  WHA. 

In  summary,  from  a  water  administration  viewpoint,  I  see  two  issues 
|  raised  in  the  DRMP/EIS.  First  1s  the  use  of  Closed  Basin  groundwater  for 

wetlands  and  habitat  areas.  The  adjudicated  pre-1979  wells  pose  no  problem; 

however,  the  assumption  of  use  for  the  existing  illegal  wells  may  be 
I  premature.  The  Issue  of  augmenting  the  post-1979  wells  could  be  difficult  to 
!  solve. 


Second,  and  of  most  concern  to  me,  1s  designating  a  6.7  mile  segment  of 
the  Rio  Grande  as  wild  and  scenic  with  a  minimum  streamflow  water  right.  This 
could  significantly  impact  the  administration  of  the  Rio  Grande  Compact,  the 
operation  of  the  Closed  Basin  Project,  Platoro  Reservoir,  and  other  future 
projects. 


The  Rio  Grande  1s  over-appropriated  with  over  5,000  cfs  decreed  water 
rights  with  priority  dates  of  19)6  or  earlier.  The  Rio  Grande  Is  highly 
regulated  and  water  use  is  very   important  to  the  economy  of  the  basin.  There 
appears  to  be  no  benefit  to  designating  the  lower  reach  as  wild  and  scenic. 


If  you  are  suggesting  that  CBP  water  be  used,  I  am  unaware  of  any 
proposal  or  discussion  with  Rio  Grande  Water  Conservancy  District,  U.S.  Bureau 
of  Reclamation,  water  users,  or  the  State  of  Colorado  to  accomplish  this. 
Until  such  time  as  the  water  issues  are  resolved,  I  would  not  be  able  to 
determine  the  impact  on  my  responsibilities. 


ely. 


Jerts  A.  Danielson 
■State  Engineer 


JAD/WCM:gl  a/70981 

cc:  Hal  Simpson,  Deputy  State  Engineer 
Steve  Vandiver,  Division  Engineer 


129-1 
129-2 

129-3 
129-4 


12/69 

Dave  Taliaferro 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Canon  City  District 

POB  1171 

Canon  City,  Colorado  81212 

Dear  Mr.  Taliaferro, 

I  am  writing  to  make  known  my  support  of  the  Natural  Resource 
Enhancement  Management  Plan  as  the  appropriate  river  management 
plan  for  the  San  Luis  Resource  Area  in  Southern  Colorado.  My 
concern  is  that  wildlife  protection,  with  goals  tc  acquire  s«i|i<: 
or  protective  easemer.ts  or.  the  east  side  ci  the  river,  -e  Included 
in  the  RMP. 

As  noted  in  the  RMP,  excessive  or  untimely  recreational  use  on  the 
Upper  Rio  Grande  Box  has  created  pressures  on  the  raptor  and  water 
fowl  population.  Without  regulation  of  the  recreational  boating 
season,  permanent  harm  will  result  to  wildlife  populations. 


The  reach  of  the  Rio  Grande  between  Lobatos  Bridge  and  the  New 
Mexico  state  line  should  be  administered  as  if  :t  were  Wild  & 
Scenic,  and  BLM  should  support  Wild  S  Scenic  designation  by 
congress . 


Sincerely. 
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Dave  Taliaferro.  RMP  Tear  Leader 
BUI.  Canon  City  district 

box  i:?; 

Canon  City,  Colorado  B'.Z'.2 

Dear  Dave: 

The  Nov  Mexico  River  Outfitters  Association  concurs  vitn  the  finding  of  the 
Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and  EIS  that  Segment  C  of  the  Rio  Grande  River, 
from  Lobatos  Bridge  to  the  State  line, should  be  added  to  the  National  Wild  and 
Scenic  River  System,  so  as  to  better  protect  the  entirety  of  the  Rio  Grande 
Goroe  and  the  outstanding  vildemess  and  recreation  values  located  therein. 
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"131  -P  Additionally,  ve  urge  inclusion  of  Segnents  A  and  B,  vhich  are  nov  in  relatively 
I  unimpactec  condition  and  in  a  remote  area. 


3^~ ooaujj  friz.    z>  £<£- fix.  jbd  'nrcu^O-  AAvee*^ 


Sincerely  yours, 

Kathy  Miller,  Secretary 


P.O.Bok  1591  Toot,  H«w  Mtxlco  87571 


Amigos  Bravos,  Friends  of  the  Wild  Rivers 
P.O.  Box  6168    Taos.  New  Mexico  87571 
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December  21  ,  1989 

Mr.  D*v»  Taliaferro 

bureau  or  L«no  Management 

Canon  City  District 

POB  1171 

Canon  City,  Co.  81212 

Dtar  Mr.  Taliaferro, 

Amigoa  Bravo*  is  a  broad-based  rivar  conservation  organization 
with  a  specific  interest  in  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rio  Grande  in 
northern  New  Mexico.   Since  the  San  Luis  ORMP  addresses  the 
management  of  the  river  immediately  north  of  the  MM/CO  border, 
the  board  of  directors  of  Amigos  Bravos  has  reviewed  the  ORMP 
for  the  San  Luis  Resource  Area  and  offers  the  following 
comments . 
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We  feel  that  the  Natural  Resource  Enhancement  Alternative  is  tha 
most  appropriate  alternative  for  the  management  of  the  41  Bile 
distance  of  river  under  study;  and,  even  this  alternative 
provides  insufficient  riparian  protection.   Riparian  protection 
is  needed  for  the  entire  41  all*  segment  of  the  river.   However, 


st  least  this  alternative  prescribes  some  intensive  management 
for  servant  B. 


The  draft  RMP  states  on  page  E-4  that  segment  B  contains  many 
shared  attributes  of  segment  C,  which  makes  It  a  candidate  for 
inclusion  in  the  Wild  and  Scenic  river  system.   Such  attributes 
include:  the  same  aquatic  population,  use  of  the  riparian  zone 
by  raptors  and  wildfowl,  and  numerous  opportunities  for  an 
experience  of  solitude  with  outstanding  scenic  vistas.   Indeed, 
the  most  common  intrusion  of  "civilization*  is  the  presence  of 
cattle. 
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Wildlife  populetions  do  not  recognize  political  or  otherwise 
devised  boundaries.   Raptors  and  wildfowl  have  broed  ranges; 
their  ecosystem  must  oe  managed  as  a  unit,  rather  than  in 
rigidly  defined  river  segments.   Although  nesting  sites  are  not 
as  common  in  segment  B  es  in  C,  squetic  life  in  this  river  reach 
is  an  important  food  source  for  mrmm    raptors.   We  recommend 
intensive  wildlife  management  on  all  segments,  but  most 
especially  on  B  A  C. 

Section  C  should  De  menaged  as  a  Wild  and  Scenic  River;  official 
designation  as  such  should  be  vigorously  pursued.   The  BLM 
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snould  push  for  deletion  ot  the  power  withdrawal  site  as  soon  as 
possible,  as  well  as  for  mineral  withdrawals  in  the  area.   As 
stated  in  the  oraft  RMP,  scenic  easements  should  be  acquired  on 
the  eest  side  ot  the  river.   In  addition,  the  BLM  should  strive 
to  reach  en  agreement  with  Costilla  County  wnleh  will  include 
the  closure  ot  the  suDdlvision  road  network  which  provides  easy- 
accaas  to  the  eest  rim.   Such  easy-access  plays  a  primary  role 
in  creating  an  opportunity  for  the  devestating  poaching  which 
has  occurred  in  the  mr^m    to  take  place. 
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Studies  of  raptor  and  waterfowl  nesting  habits  suggest  that 
recreational  floatboating  has  a  disastrous  effect  on  succesful 
population  maintenance.   Continually  increasing  recreational  use 
of  the  Taos  Gorge  below  the  Red  River  confluence  has  served  to 
push  both  raptor  and  wildfowl  populations  north,  into  the  upper 
Rio  Grande  Box  Canyon.   For  this  reason,  it  is  of  paramount 
Importance  that  recreation  be  intensively  meneged  In  section  C. 


Floatboating  should  be  strictly  permitted  with  closures  enforced 
from  mid-March  to  mid-June,  a  period  defined  aa  critical  based 
on  studies  by  wildlife  biologists,  (1*.  studies  done  by  Ben 
Kuyhendall  and  Ron  Gardiner  tor  the  BLM  Taos  Resource  Area). 
On-aita  monitoring  and  permitting  at  Lobatos  Bridge  should  be 
maintained  through  the  season.   Such  monitoring  could  be 
ecnleved  by  seesonal  BLM  employees  or  volunteers  wno  would  be 
responsible  for  full-time  enforcement  and  public  education. 


Segment  C  should  be  meneged  In  coordination  between  both  San 
Luis  RA  and  Taos  Resource  Areas  to  ensure  that  the  entire  Wild 
and  Scenic  River  has  consistency  in  management  goals. 


Segment  B  is  not  of  as  great  importance  as  a  nesting  area; 
however,  floatboating  should  be  monitored  with  a  self-eerve 
permitting  box  at  County  Road  142.  This  site  is  also  dasirabla 
for  a  primitive  camping  facility.   Segment  B  should  be  studied 
for  Inclusion  Into  the  Wild  and  Scenic  system  as  a  'Scenic* 
rivar  segment. 


We  further  rec 
in  a  proposed  Netlona 
the  Hie  Grande  and  si 
contain  a  variety  of 
and  Wild  and  Scenic, 
critical  situation  of 
mrm    receiving  increas 
poaching.   An  NCA  may 
education /enforcement 
area  as  a  premiere  n 
resources. 


that  the  entire  reach  studied  ba  Included 
1  Conservation  Area  which  would  focus  on 
rrounding  wildlife  habitat.   The  NCA  would 
special  designations  such  as  ACEC,  Scenic, 
An  NCA  proposal  takes  into  account  the 
the  raptor  and  wildfowl  populations,  which 
eo  pressure  from  both  recreational  use  and 
require  eddltlonal  budgeting  tor 
,  but  increased  prominence  ot  this  unique 
ptor  area  will  open  new  avenues  of  funding 


and  your  efforts  to  address  the  protection  of  this  long 
i  neglected  section  ot  the  Rio  Grande.   We  urge  that  you  seriously 


0c.~0     comiotr  a  more  intensive  RMP  then  the  Preferred  alternetive. 
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Si nc»r «J y ( 

Th«j    ooura    of    Oirt>ctor»,    Aaiigoa    Bravoa 

Hary  Hunphrey,  Prsiident 


S-jifTf 


12/89 

Dave  Taliaferro 

Bureau  of  Land  Manageaent 

Canon  City  District 

FOB  1171 

Canon  City.  Colorado  81212 

Dear  Mr.  Taliaferro, 


cc :  American  Rivera 

American  Wildl.no. 

Senator    Tia   wirth 

S.nstor    Bill    Arst.trong 

Congressman   Ben   Nightnors.-C.apO.il 

WHCA 


133-1 
133-2 

133-3 
133-4 


1  as  writing  to  make  known  »y  support  of  the  Natural  Reeouree 
Enhancenent  Manageaent  Plan  as  the  appropriate  river  aanageaent 
plan  tor  the  San  Luis  Resource  Area  In  Southern  Colorado.  My 
"TrjnTern  Is  that  wildlife  protection,  with  goals  to  acquire  scenic 
or  protective  easements  on  the  cast  side  of  the  river,  be  Included 
In  the  RMP. 


As  noted  In  the  RHP,  excessive  or  untlaely  recreational  use  on  the 
Upper  Flo  Grande  Box  has  created  preesures  on  ths  raptor  and  water 
fowl  population,  without  regulation  of  the  recreational  boating 
season,  peraanent  h.re  will  result  to  wildlife  populations. 


The  reach  of  the  Rio  Grande  between  Lobatos  Bridge  and  the  New 
Mexico  state  line  ahould  be  adsilnlatered  aa  If  It  were  Wild  a 
Scenic,  and  BLM  should  support  wild  a  Scenic  dealgnatlon  by 
congress. 


Sincerely, 

liu^JUZJ^    Uas^Uy    &U++-r-:^ 

t 


I) 
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ERA  TAOS,  REALTORS 
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December  13,  1989 


Dave  Taliaferro 

Bureau  of  ..and  tfanage^eni. 
Car.on  City  Sistric* 
P.C.  3c  ;;7: 
Car.cr.  City,  Colorado   tlZ 


Dee 


Mr.   Ta.iaferrc, 
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.  aa  wr.tir.s  tc  mane  sr.own  m»  support  of  the  Natural  Resource 
Enhancement  Management  ?i6n  as  the  app-opriate  river 
management  :.ar.  :c-  tr.e  Sar,  Luis  Resource  Area  in  Southern 
vo^orapc.  -f  cor.cerr  is  -..-.a-,  wildlife  protection,  with  coals 
-ire  s;en;c  or  protect! v-e  easesents  on  the  east  sioe  of 


_iver  ,  oe  ir.cludec  in  tne  R~P . 


as  noted  in  the  RMP .  excessive  or  untimely  recreational  ^se 
on  .he  Jpoer  R:c  Grande  Box  has  created  p-essures  or.  tne 
raptor  ane  water  -o_i  Population,  without  regulation  of  the 
raV"\'-°ne-  boa"-inS  seasor..  permanent  harir.  will  result  to 
-;.::. :fe  pc=.laticr.s. 


. ne  -each  o-  the  Rio  3 
Ne«  Mexico  State  line  s 
Wild  a  Sce-ic.  and  S 
designation  cy  cone-ess. 


sr.ee  oetijeer,  wcpatcs  Sridse  and  the 
;-lc  oa  scmir._sr.erec  as  if  it  were 
1   should  supcert  -lid  i   Scenic 


Sir.cerel 


ERA  Taos.    Realtcrs 

Sy:    /pi/-^:,.    /<-<.  ., 
t-pcise  feese 
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Mr.  David  Taliaferro 

RHP  Teas  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Canon  City  District  Office 

P.O.  Box  1171 

Canon  City,  CO  81212 

Re: 


Dear  Mr.  Taliaferro: 


Comment*  on  the  Draft  San  Luis 
Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 


We  are  writing  to  express  our  concern  with  the  portion  of 
the  above-referenced  plan  which  proposes  to  designate  the  Rio 
Grande  near  the  Colorado-New  Mexico  stateline  as  a  wild  and 
scenic  river  under  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System.   We 
strongly  encourage  you  not  to  designate  the  Rio  Grande  for  the 
following  reasons: 


1.   The  Rio  Grande  in  that  reach  could  hardly  be  described 
as  "free-flowing."  While  there  are  no  dams  in  this  area,  the 
source  of  the  water  for  much  of  the  year  comes  from  irrigation 
return  flows  from  lands  in  the  San  Luis  Valley  because  the  waters 
of  the  Rio  Grande  within  the  San  Luis  Valley  are,  in  many  years, 
totally  utilized  all  summer  by  irrigation  diversions  and  munici- 
pal users  with  no  water  available  to  the  lower  reach  of  the 
river.   Any  effort  to  "restore"  this  stretch  of  the  river  would 
have  significant  adverse  consequences  on  the  San  Luis  Valley. 
You  have  failed  to  consider  this  situation  in  your  analysis. 


2.   The  water  which  is  delivered  through  this  reach  of  the 
river  occurs  as  the  result  of  administration  for  the  Rio  Grande 
Compact  and  not  because  the  river  is  in  a  "natural"  condition. 
It  is  essential  that  the  State  of  Colorado  and  the  water  users  in 
the  San  Luis  Valley  have  freedom  to  administer  the  existing  water 
rights  under  the  Rio  Grande  Compact.   Any  effort  to  "restore"  the 
Rio  Grande  will  inevitably  place  limitations  on  Colorado's 


313  PASEO  DEL  PUEBLO  NORTE  •  TAOS,  NEW  MEXICO  87571  .  (505)  758-0112 


135-3 


135-4 


135-5 


135-6 


135-7 


135-8 


135 


Kr.    T.iieferro 

lage    : 

Dece-rer  13,  196S 

ability  to  utilize  its  compact-apportioned  share  of  the  river's 

f 1  o» . 
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The  Rio  Grande  and  Conejos  Rivers  and  tributaries 
eto  are  grossly  over-appropriated  and  there  are  substantially 
ter  legal  rights  to  the  use  of  water  in  most  years  than  there 


theret 

grea 

is  water  in  the  stream. 


«.    The  establishment  of  a  wild  and  scenic  river  in  this 
reach  would  create  a  reserved  water  right  which  the  federal 
management  agency  would  then  have  the  ability  to  utilize  to 
frustrate  changes  in  water  rights  and  improved  water  use 
efficiency  within  the  San  Luis  Valley.   This  in  turn  would  cause 
enormous  expense  to  our  citizens. 


S.  The  Rio  Grande  below  the  Colorado  stateline  is  already 
designated  as  a  wild  river  and  this  short  segment  in  Colorado  is 
unnecessary  to  protect  the  river  within  New  Mexico. 


6.    There  is  a  suggestion  in  the  referenced  plan  that  the 
administrative  control  over  the  river  would  be  placed  in  the 
hands  of  the  Taos  Resource  Management  area,  a  situation  which  we 
|  find  to  be  unacceptable. 


7.    over  half  of  the  land  along  the  river  corridor  proposed 
for  designation  is  in  private  ownership  and  we  specifically 
resist  the  concept  that  the  federal  government  would  come  in  an* 
force  land  use  controls  and  restrictions  on  private  land  owners 


e. 


The  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  allows  your  agencv  to 
condemn  private  land  if  the  river  is  designated.   We  strongly 
resist  a  designation  which  would  then  permit  the  condemnation  of 
private  property. 


10R.Q    ,    .'      .7    rl   r  should  not  b«  managed  solely  for  the  benefit 
IJD-y   of  a  few  floaters.   It  does  not  have  the  requisite  outstandino 
|  remarkable  values  to  Justify  its  inclusion. 
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10.   The  management  of  this  river  can  be  accomplished  Just 
as  well  through  a  special  resource  management  area  which  would 
protect  the  existing  values  but  would  not  impose  the  onerous 
burdens  and  restrictions  on  the  citizens  of  the  San  Luis  Valley 
I  that  a  national  wild  and  scenic  river  would  impose. 


■ine?  ....         i  *     '   draft  "source  management  plan  establishes  that  the 
IOb-11  I  Proposed  designation  of  the  Rio  Grande  would  have  no  economic 

benefit  to  our  region  and  we  see  no  reason  to  impose  these  new 

restrictions  without  any  benefits. 


Mr.  Taliaferro 
Pag,*  3 

Leccmber  13,  1969 
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12.   We  believe  that  the  Ric  Grande  River  study  Recort 
Appendix  E  to  the  referenced  document,  is  wholly  inadequate'   I 
ignores  existing  water  use  and  water  quality  data.   It  draws 
conclusions  which  are  unwarranted  by  the  facts  and  it  fails  to 
l°^l  "   ^  bul*  °f  th«  1BPacts  "  both  the  natural  and  human 
.environments  within  the  San  Luis  Valley. 


^r^tz   10  wi.M"!u ™fP ectfullv  "<5^est  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
135"13  c^t r;  t        "commendation  to  designate  the  Rio  Grande  above  the 
in«f!2    •"   "i"  ""«llr"  "  •  "ill  »nd  scenic  river  and 
[^instead  manage  the  area  pursuant  to  special  management  status. 

Very  truly  yours. 
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Box  6387 

Sania    ft.    NX   87502 
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Dave  ~i  'S'erro.  R~id  Team  Leader 

bu'i au  o'  Lano  Management 

Ca^or.  C'ty  District  Office 

PO  &0>  2200 

Canon  City,  CO  61215-2200 

Dear  Mr  Taliaferro. 

A'te-  studying  the  c-aft  cooy  cf  the  San  Luis  Pesource  Management  Plan,  l 
wou'o  rr.ale  tne  following  comments 

paforring  to  tne  Summanzea  Comparison  of  Alternatives,  Taple  S-l:  I 
h?', eve.  witn  tne  one  exception  noted  Delow.  tne  Preferred  Alternatives 
Teasonaple  solutions  to  tne  existing  conditions     "owever,  in  the 
v.reat'f-.a!  Ma-age~ient  section,  tne  99f=  use  open  to  Ohv  s  seems 
vC?c;ly»i  especially  in  lignt  of  the  increasing  Ohv  use  in  tne  valley   The 


Natural  P?sources  lanagement  Alternative  seems  mucn  more  reasonaple 


Sincerely  yours, 

RoPert  M  Armagast 
94  Monterey  Ave 
Alamosa.  CO  81101 
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December  26,  1969 


Dave  Taliaferro 

RMP  Teas  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Canon  City  District 

P.O.  Box  1171 

Canon  City.  CO  61212 

Daar  Mr.  Taliaferro, 

I  as  a  resident  of  Santa  Fe ,  New  Mexico,  a  member  of  Amlgos  Bravos,  and 
a  vrlter  Interested  In  the  Rio  Grande.   My  current  research  and  writing 
project  is  titled  RIO  CRANDE/RI0  BRAVO.  A  Tale  of  Two  Rivers.   This  project 
has  taken  me  to  every  reach  of  the  Rio  Grande  in  the  last  two  years.   Because 
of  this  experience,  I  wish  to  make  the  following  comments  on  the  Draft  Resource 
and  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  San  Luis  Planning 
Area. 

The  entire  Rio  Grande  corridor,  from  the  source  to  the  mouth,  is  the  heart 
of  one  of  the  most  Important  and  diverse  regions  In  the  southwest.   The  variety 
of  ecosystems  present  along  the  Rio  Grande  Is  astounding,  and  each  one  has  the 
need  for  understanding  and  special  protection. 


The  forty-one  miles  of  river  which  you  focus  on  In  the  draft  plan  la  unique 
because  of  Its  aquatic  and  riparian  environment,  which  supports  an  important 
raptor  and  water  fowl  population.   This  population  is  under  growing  pressure. 
Recreation  and  other  uses  of  the  river  are  Increasingly  important  and  the 
management  plan.  1  believe,  should  aim  for  two  objectives:   Integration  of 
as  many  river  miles  as  possible  into  one  planning  area,  and  prioritizing 
uses  so  as  to  permit  raptor  populations  to  have  the  most  privileged  position. 


I  believe  that  the  entire  forty-one  mile  reach  of  the  Rio  Grande  under 
study  here  should  be  included  In  a  National  Conservation  Area.   The  NCA 
would  include  Vlld  and  Scenic  Rivers,  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern. 
and  Scenic  River  and  Recreational  Areas.   Under  Joint  management,  the  primary 
goal  of  such  a  designation  would  be  to  preserve  and  enhance  the  habitat  on 
which  raptors  depend.   The  need  to  create  an  NCA  follows  from  an  understanding 
that  raptors  are  a  key  species  in  this  system;  their  disappearance  would 
signal  the  beginning  of  disintegration  of  the  aco-aystem.   Studies  already 
show  that  stress  is  beginning  to  affect  breeding  numbers  and  patterns.   It 
Is  my  hope  that  an  integrated  approach  to  planning  and  management  of  this 
area  would  assure  Its  stability  as  an  lnportant  member  of  the  Rio  Grande's 
family  of  eco-systems. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  Plan  and 


cerely , 


-pCtk-ds^. 


Patricia  A.  D'Andrea 
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Dave  lalisierr 
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Mr.  Dave  Taliaferro 

RMP  Team  Leader 

bureau  of  Land  Management 

Canon  Citv  District 

P.O.  Box  1171 

Canon  City,  CO   81212 

Dear  Mr.  Taliaferro: 

Thank  you  for  the  time  you  have  put  Into  studying  the  management  options  for 
Che  Rio  Grande.  We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment ,  and  hope  that  you 
will  seriously  consider  the  following  recommendations. 

The  41  miles  of  river  In  Colorado  under  this  study,  plus  the  stretch  In  New  Mexico 
from  the  state  line  to  Velarde,  form  the  heart  of  an  ecosystem  that  is  In  dire 
need  of  greater  protection.   The  aquatic  environment  and  riparian  zone  of  the 
Rio  Grande  supports  an  Important  raptor  and  water  fowl  population  that  is  under 
growing  pressure. 

The  Rio  Grande  from  the  state  line  to  the  Rio  Pueblo  in  Taos  County  is  Wild  and 
Scenic.   The  section  from  Lobatos  Bridge  to  the  state  line  In  Colorado  should  be 
given  the  same  status  by  Congress*  and  consistent  management  should  be  applied 
to  the  whole  stretch  of  river. 

We  support  your  recommendations  calling  for  Wild  and  Scenic  status  and  also  to 
terminate  powerslte  and  water  storage  withdrawals.   BLM  should  continue  to  pursue 
land  exchanges  to  consolidste  ownership,  and  should  seek  to  acquire  scenic  and 
protective  easements.   We  recommend  the  Natural  Resource  Enhancement  Alternative 
In  les  entirety,  and  suggest  some  additional  protections  as  well. 

Section  B  has  the  necessary  attributes  of  a  acenlc  river  under  the  Wild  and  Scenic 
River  Act  -  wildlife  and  recreation  opportunities  are  present.   It  should  be  in- 
cluded in  a  Wild  and  Scenic  Bill  and  Section  A  should  be  further  investigated  for 
inclusion. 
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Recreational  activities  can  be  enhanced,  by  the  construction  of  camping  sites  at 
access  points,  while  at  the  same  time  monitoring  and  permitting  can  create  pro- 
tection for  wildlife  by  limiting  recreational  use  to  certain  parts  of  the  year. 


The  Taos  Resource  Area  has  found  in  ornithological  studies  that  recreational  boat- 
ing use  in  the  spring  impacts  raptors  and  water  fowl  populations  In  the  gorge  be- 
low Labatos  bridge.   A  strict  closure  to  boating,  enforced  on-site,  from  March 
through  June  la  necessary  to  protect  these  birds.   Following  that  time,  a  per- 
mitting system  coordinated  with  the  Taos  Area  BLM,  should  be  Instituted. 


Riparian  values  should  be  improved  by  more  intensive  management  of  grazing,  in- 
cluding exclusion  of  cattle  from  the  riparian  zone  and  creation  of  alternative 
water  sources. 


The  entire  61  mile  portion  o:  the  Kit  Grande  under  blue  should  be  included  in 
a  National  Conservation  Area  (KCA)  currently  under  discussion  by  the  Taos  Resource 
Area.  The  KCA  would  contain  Wild  anc  Scenic  River  (WSR).  Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concerr.  lACEC)  and  Scenic  River  and  Kecreetlonal  Areas.   Under  joint 
management  by  agencies  in  Colorado  anc  New  Mexico,  the  SCA  would  have  as  Its  pri- 
mary goal  the  preservation  and  enhancement  of  habitat  and  populations  of  raptor 
and  water  fowl  which  use  the  Wild  Sections  of  the  Rio  Grsnde  and  surrounding  lands. 
Tne  need  to  create  such  protection  follows  i  rot  the  understanding  that  unless  the 
wnole  ecosystem  is  sereguarced,  the  key  specie*  will  dic.ir.Uh  or  perish.   Of 
course,  the  viability  of  man   other  less  prominent  species  will  be  aided  In  the 
process. 

Properly  structured,  an  SCA  could  support  the  Additional  administrative  costs 
(administration,  enforcement,  education,  fencing  of  riparian  areas,  casement 
acquisition,  etc.)  by  achieving  a  greater  prominence  for  the  managing  agencies 
and  allowing  for  greater  budgetary  allocations. 

The  recreational  activities  connected  with  sightseeing,  controlled  boating  use, 
and  wildlife  viewing  could  bring  some  additional  commerce  to  the  surrounding 
communities. 


Sincerely  yours. 

Hank  Saxe      ^» 
Cy/thia  Patterson 


xc:   Ben  Nlghthorsc  Campbell 
Tim  Birth 

Eill  Armstrong 
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ChtcfS«yltlrw-4f.otiro:UH  bsi 
lpO*.cinier.  ui  Uir  p*JroilUiK  nior-. 
order  In  about  1^51  tne  I  tmed  State* 
Government  uiuuirec  *bou:  bunnp  the 
tribal  Undl  for  the  arriving  people  of 
the  Untied  Stain,  and  Chief  Seattle 
wrote  a  marvelous  letter  in  reply. 

Tat  treaideni  In  Washingwn  sends 
word  thai  he  wislies  to  buy  our  lond 
But  how  HM  you  buy  or  tell  the  sky'r 
The  lend*  Tne  idea  is  strange  to  w  If 
we  do  not  own  the  freshness  of  the  air 
and  the  eperklc  of  the  water,  how  eon 
uou  buy  them? 

txery  pan  of  this  eanh  is  soertd  to 
my  people  Ecrru  *nminj  nine  needle, 
every  tondu  there,  every  mist  m  the 
dork  uoods,  event  meadow,  every 
humming  insert.  All  err  holy  in  the 
memnrj*  end  experience  o;  my  people. 

We  know  the  top  which  eourtes   j  on    4 
through  the  free*  as  we  know  the  .    I  0«7'  ' 
blood  that  counts  through  our  veins. 
We  an  pan  of  the  eenh  and  it  is  port 
o/ui  The  perfumed  flowers  err  our 
sisters.  The  beer,  the  deer,  the  great 
eagle,  these  are  our  brothers.  The 
meky  crests,  the  juices  in  the 
rrwaoou,  the  body  heat  of  the  pony. 
and  man,  all  belong  to  the  same 
family 

The  thintng  water  that  mooes  in 
the  rtiranu  and  men  u  not  rust 
u,ctr  but  the  blood  ofov-  ancexton. 
If  tee  sell  you  our  lend,  you  must 
remember  that  it  is  seertd.  Loch 
ghostly  rrfleaton  m  the  dear  vectors 
of  the  lakes  tells  of  events  and  memo- 
ries ir.  the  life  of  my  people.  Tne 
water's  murmur  u  iiie  idee  of  my 
father's  father. . . 

Will  you  teach  your  children  what 
we  have  taught  our  children*  That 
the  eenh  is  our  mother'-  Whet  befalls 
the  earth  befall*  ell  the  sons  of  the 
terth 

This  we  know:  the  terth  does  not 
btUmr.  lo  mon  mor  b*long\  to  the 
earth.  All  i hints  are  connected  like 
the  blood  tlict  unites  us  c'.'  .Men  did 
not  uteve  the  web  of  life  he  is  merely 
astrcndinit  Wiietever  hr  does  to 
the  we'v.  he  does  to  himself. . . 


Rioer.  W  Stewart 

Box&505  NickellRaad 

Rinehoi  dc  Tao&,  NM 

$7557 


12-26-89 


phone     75P-1237 


Dart   Taliaferro, 

I  wish  to  echo  the  comments  aade 
to  you  by  letter  frott  Ar_igos  Eravos   president 


Ksry  Humphrey.     I  strongly  urge   that  yon  seriously 
consider  a  core  intensive  RMP  than  the  preferred 
alternatiTe  for  the  San  Luis  Re sour se  Ares  DRKF. 
Of  particular  concern  to  me  ani  many  others  Is  the 
easy  road  and  rjoach^ng  access  to  the  east  rim. 
For  more  background  data  I  refer  you  to  Todd  Wilk- 
inson's fine  feature  article  in  the  Lee.   IE,   1989 
issue  of  High  Country  Kevs.     Subject:     POACHERS. 
If  you  don't  hare  a  copy  and  went  to  see  one  let 
me  know  and  I  vill  send  you  one. 
Sincerely, 
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^x  SitotvA 


4700  Venuri  Lane 
Fort  Collins  CO  80525 
December  23,  1989 


Mr.  0»ve  Taliaferro 

RMP  Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Canon  City  District  Office 

P.O.  Box  1171 

Canon  City  CO  81212 

Dear  Mr.  Taliaferro, 

Please  accept  these  comments  on  the  Draft  San  Luis  RHP/CIS 

There  Is  an  inconsistency  between  Table  H-4,  in  which  Elephant  Rocks  is 
shown  as  to  be  designated  an  ACEC  under  the  Preferred  Alternative,  and  the 
text  on  page  3-32,  in  which  Elephant  Rocks  is  not  included.  Elephant  Rocks 
should  be  designated  an  ACEC,  with  management  emphasis  on  continued 
existence  of  habitat  for  Hioptrryi  lithophiU.  1  have  seen  first-hand  the 
potential  conflicts  with  other  uses  of  this  area,  and  1  encourage  and 
support  a  creative  management  plan  to  bring  the  multiple  demands  on  the  area 
together  in  a  way  that  the  plant's  habitat  can  be  perpetuated. 


RaJadero  Canyon  should  be  designated  an  ACEC  with  management  focus  on 
improvement  of  habitat  for  Astragalus  ripltyl.  There  is  no  proposed  ACEC 
that  is  equivalent  in  quality  or  quantity  to  the  RaJaoero  area.  1  am 
confident  that  when  you  consider  carefully  the  results  of  the  1989  CNAP 
field  study  of  this  federal  candidate  species,  and  consult  with  the  USFWS 
regarding  the  need  to  provide  a  special  management  area  for  this  species, 
you  will  agree  that  the  RaJadero  Canyon  site  should  be  designated. 

Thank  you. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Susan  S.  Martin,  Ph.D. 
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December  25.  1989 

Dave  Taliaferro 

bureau  of  Land  Management 

Canon  City  District 

P.O.  box  1171 

Canon  City.  CO   61212 

Dear  Mr.  Taliaferro: 

1  ao  a  concerned  member  of  the  human  species,  whose  responslbll ltv  for 
Che  devestatlon,  decimation,  and  axtinctlon  of  countleas  species  who  co- 
created  with  us  this  ecosysteo  wc  r.here  can  no  longer  be  denied  or  evaded. 
Remedies  where  any  are  still  possible  will  need  to  be  found  and  eobraced 
In  Che  local  areas,  atreas  by  streao,  watershed  by  watershed. 

In  our  own  watershed,  the  Rio  Grande,  it  Is  true  that  poaching  has  seriously 
stressed  Many  species  populations.   This  Is  a  reality;  BLM's  and  other 
agencies'  efforts  to  curtail  this  practice  are  commendable.   It  Is  a  slow 
and  difficult  process  to  cnangc  traditional  custom-  (where  these  are  involved). 

['However,  It  must  be  stressed  that  to  throw  open  to  recreation  and/or  any 
developaent  regions  of  the  Rio  Crande  adjacent  to  the  VU.1  .  Scsnlc  River, 
where  raptors  and  water  fowl  are  already  struggling.  vouK  be  criminal  and 

I  would  lead  to  further  and  perhaps  irreversible  damage  to  vet  aorc  species. 
If  wildlife  protection  is  truly  a  value  we  hold  in  conaon  and  not  JuRt  a 
phrase  used  by  government  agencies  and  private  corporations  alike  to  evoke 
the  public's  benign  or  sentimental  endorsement  of  aaid  agencies'  or  cor- 
porations' policies,  then  we've  got  to  get  our  agendas  to  function  con- 
gruently  across  human-designated  borders  which  other  species  croaa  as  If 
they  weren't  there  at  all.   For  thea,  chay  aren't.   Why  should  these  creatures 
be  forfeit  because  we  divide  land  on  paper  and  behave  as  though  wc  could 
devestate  one  square  here  and  there  and  too  bad  if  the  wildlife  inhabitants 
don't  have  the  coaraon  sense  to  pack  up  and  find  a  new  spot  to  procreate! 

I  aunport  the  Natural  Resource  Enhancement  Management  Plan  as  the  best 
river  management  plan  for  the  San  Luis  Resource  Area  in  Southern  Colorado. 
Tne  stretch  of  the  river  between  Lobatos  Bridge  and  the  New  !".«:. Ice  state 
line  ought  to  be  administered  as  though  It  were  Wild  and  Scenic  River  as 
veil,  and  furthermore,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  ought  to  try  to  get 
It  designated  as  such  by  Congress. 

Sincerely   your*. 
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December  24,  1989 

Dave  Taliaferro 

bureau  c*   Lane  Kanagemir.t 

Canon  City  District 

POE  1171 

Canon  City.  Colorado  81212 

Dear  Mr.  Taliaferro. 

1  live  ir.  Arroyo  Hondo.  Sew  Mexico,  2  miles  east  of  the  Rio  Crande  Gorge. 
:*c  writing  tc  express  cy  hope  that  the  B.L.V..  will  administer  the  area  o* 
the  Rio  Grande  between  lobatos  Bridge  and  the  New  Mexico-Colorado  state 
line  as  if  It  were  »   wild  end  scenic  river,  and  support  wild  and  scenic  de- 
signation by  tne  L.S.  crongres. 

Without  this  designation  and  seasonal  regulation  of  recreational  boating, 
wildlife,  raptor,  and  waterfowl  populations  will  suffer.   This  has  been 
snown  by  the  research  oi    Ben  kuykendsll  and  Ron  Gardiner. 

I  urge  vou  to  consider  the  value  of  our  Southwestern  habitat  and  wildlife 
in  light  of  the  ecological  disasters  and  management  errors  that  have  so 
serlouslv  diminished  the  livability  of  the  United  States  and  the  earth 
as  a  whole. 

Sincerely 

Avril  Fogdan 
P.O.  Box  434 
Arroyo  Hondo,  NM  87513 


Susann  McCarthv 

P.O.  Box  1591 

Taoa,  New  Mexico  87571 
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Dave  Taliaferro 

Bureau  of  Land  Hanaoeaenl 

Canor.  City  District 

FOB  1171 

Canon  City,  Colorado  e:21J 

Car  Kr.  Taliaferro, 

T~iV  writing  to  sake  known  ay  support  of  th.  Natural  Resource 
Enhancement  Management  Plan  as  the  appropriate  river  management 
plan  for  the  San  Lul»  Resource  Area  In  Southern  Colorado.  ny 
concern  1«  that  wildlife  protection,  with  ooala  to  acquire  eeenlc 
or  protective  easements  or.  the  ea.t  aide  of  the  river,  be  included 
in  the  RMP. 

A,  noted  in  the  RMP.  excessive  or  untimely  recreational  use  on  the 
Upper  Rio  Grande  Box  has  created  pressures  on  the  raptor  and  water 
fowl  population,  without  regulation  of  the  recreational  boating 
...son,  permanent  harm  will  result  to  wildlife  populations. 
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The  reach  of  the  Rio  Grande  between  Lobatos  Bridge  and  the  New 
f.evico  state  line  should  be  administered  as  if  it  were  H-ld  a 

Scenic  designation  by 


Scenic,  and 
congress . 


BLM  should  support  Wild  a 


Sincerely. 


T7Z>f 
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FIJES  PEAK  GftOJJ   0.1    SIERRA   CJJb  Lme.fr  21,    1969 

c/o  J  or j.   Stansfleld,    Conservation    Crtalr 

Box  588 

Monument,    CO     80132 


Dave  Taliaferro,    RKF  Team   Leader 

Bureau   of  Land  Management 

Box  1171 

Canon  City,   CO     81212 

Dear  Dave, 

Kerry  Christmas  and  Happy  New  Year  to  youl     Here  is  your  present   from 
the  Pikes  Peak  Croup  of  Sierra  Club.     We  ask  that  you  Include  It  In 
the  official  hearing  recorc  for  the  Draft  San  Luis  Resource  Management 
Plan  and  E3S  now  open. 

Our  comments  and  recommendations  are  ae  followst 

CENTRAL  COKKSfTS — You  and  your  staff  have  done  an  excellent   Job  In  preparing 
the  draft  SLRMP,   free  Identifying  lssuee  and  concerns  to  producing  the 
document  now  before  us,   all  tne  while  aggressively  seeking  public  input 
and  Involvement,   ever,  when  none  was  forthcoming.     Keep  up  the  good  work 
on  the  Royal  Corge  RHP,      You  are   laying  tne  groundwork   for  environmentally 
sound    land  management. 
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On.  wish  that  we  have  far  future  plans  1b  that  plan  naps,   especially  th. 
baa.  sap,   show  acre  physlograpnlc  features.  In  addition  to  th.  political 
already  represented.     This  would  facilitate  our  analysis  of  management, 
resources  and  Increase  public  education  of  the  lands. 

In  general  our  Croup  supports  the  Preferred  Alternative  In  the  draft  SLRMP. 
Our  exceptions  to  this  rule  and  comments  are  stated  below. 


MINERALS  HAHASBiag— We  recoTjiend  the  Natural  Resource  Enhancement 
Alternative  (KREA)  for  Its  stipulations  which  safeguard  other  resources, 
as  the  document  states.     Mineral  development,   In  tne  snort  or  long  term, 
becomes  a  dominant  land  use  situation,   having  great  effects  on  other 
resources  snd  the  land  base.     This  necessitates  greater  protection  and 
mitigation  for  those  resources  than  the  Preferred  Alternative  (PA)  provides. 


PALEONTOLCGICAL  RESOURCES— We  s-j-poi-.  the  concept  of  a  Clayton  Cone 
collection  area.     Further  we  reccrjnend  an  education  and  use  plan  be  developed 
for  the  area  with  appropriate  controls  on  use  stipulated.     This  document 
would  assist  In  monitoring  future  Impact?,  on  the  area  and  decision-making 
as  to  its  on-going  public  value. 


RIPARIAN  RESOURCES  MANAGEMENT—  We  stronrlv  sumert  the  proposals  for 
riparian  protection  and  enhancement   o;   aojiiagec  areas.     .e  recognise  the 
importance  of  riparian  zones  and  wetlands  to  water  quality,  quantity 
and  flood  control. 
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-o-l-   tr  tin:  :_-.;-*  »:/.-•.- -:."ii   •  .'..listl.  r.*sc_r_*  Lr^tif!.-.  tract ic«£ 

or.  all  frfczir-t  ti.r.M:.*>f   »>:iire  :e-ci'ilt,  es}*::i*lly    cot- or.  allotmentc. 

Elf  sno.lm  Geveio;  ar.  education  pias  tc  speec  am  iacilitete  tne  transition 

free   former  practices  tc  Wntlistlc. 

We  recognise  tne  growls*   ecor-omlc  value   of  botr.  non-consumptive  an   consumptive 

uses  oi  wildlife  lr.  tr.t  San  Luis  Valley. 
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WILDLIFE  AK9  FISH  KAKASBtSfl --» c  t  .vrr-   tne  FA  Kith  tne  additions  listec  below 

•>«   recognise  tne  overall  lr.pen~r.ic   c;   ti*  Elanct  WKa   (inducing  tn*  Emperlua 

Tract)  and  Its  7,750  acres  am  tne  crucial  role  of  tne  iW.  land  lr.  the 

Sar.  Luis  Valley  as  winter  range. 

»*-    r»:r.-r,:  rapic  resolution  of  tlanca  WKA  water  rights  questions  and 


ESfcgMiJ   tract  aevej.opc.ert. 
1  alR-ft  I^*re  _cj^_*ri  a  Elanca  ACTC  be  est*,  tile 
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»z  KSC  and  CKV  stipulations  as  stated  lr.  tne  KREA.     We  propose 
-re j.ensive  OHV  regulations  be  enforce;   (See  Recreation  Management   below). 
re : ?- ■--  em  establishment   of  management  procedures  for  emergency 


w  i  Id  Li  :e/ winter  range  situations  allowing  temporary  allocation  of  domestic 
animal  forage  to  wildlife  beyond  tne  6G/**C  formula  of  the  Pa-     In  this  way 
this  fermuls  would  not  be  an  obstacle  lr.  times  of  Imminent  wildlife 
mortality,  as  we  have  see.-,  in  tne  recent  past. 


FOREST  AKD  VOQEUKD  KAKAGSXEftT-- Wg  recor-e-.:    srror.rlv  tne  KREA,   w.-ile 
finding  that  tne  procedure  set  fort.-,  lr.  tne  K.  ;or  cooperative  planning 
with  tne  USPS  on  adjacent   lanes  seems  a  step  forward. 
No  matter  what  the  mar.£geCient  scneme,   It  is  the  positlot  of  the  Sierra 
Club  tnat  the  Resource  Area  should  undertake  nc  below-cost  timber  sales 
or.  commercial  forest  lands.     At  tr.e  same  tine  we  urge  tne  Eesource  Area 
tc  realistically  cetermir.e  benefits,   especially  wildlife  am  watershed 
values,   in  corputing  commercial  timber  sale  cost/benefit  ratios,     Quite 
often  these  values  car.  be  overstated  to  Justify  a  below-cost  sale. 
Land  management  dollars  are  too  valuable  to  be  lost   on  such  sales  and  as 
welfare  to  private  timber  operators. 


LAKDS  AKD  REAlTY  KAHAGlKSiT— »Ve  r*?o-.-er.c  the  FA  with  tne  addition  of  the 
major  facility  citing  stipulations  ;rcc  tne  KREA.     Tnese  stipulation* 
seeit  most  sensible  in  avoiding  future  resource  management  conflicts  in 
areas  already  iaentified  as  containing  valuable  natural  resources  for 
Which  management  prescriptions  ar*  being  cade  in  tne  RK?. 
;.  y,....,,-  nev  withdrawals  for  tne  Rio  Grande  ACEO/SBKA  (6,Cl6  acres) 
am  iianoa  ACECTVKA  (7,750  acres). 

V*  r»rc-mer,d  movement  cf  the  proposed  alignment  for  the  Taos  >5*v  power- 
line  out  o-   conflict  with  the  Utility  Corridor  Exception  Areas  of  the  PA. 
w  rero~-er~,  exchange  or  acquisition  of  the  state  land  sections  within  the 
San  lulus  ACi:  area,   for  the  purpose  cf  assuring  effective  future  aanagsoent 
without  conflict,  as  directed  by  tne  RM?. 

AREAS  0.r  SPECIAL  CPKCSC—We  reco-.-enC"  the  ACEC's  as  proposed  in  the  KREA. 
Geological   ,  historical  am  culvurau  values  in  tne  Eisr.op'6  Rock  and 
Elephant  Rocks  areas  (in  addition  to  special  botanic  values  in  the  latter) 
wauld  be  best  trotectei  tsrough  A-j-C  designation  and  tanagener.t. 
"-»  lTi,ft  jgg  Is  iefi:i*'i.lc  its  lack  of  consideration  for  tne  potential 


(2) 
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between  tne  Eio  Crar.it  -:rricor  and  tne  San  Lis  Kills,  ir.cludis{  both 

Flattoj  anc  San  Luis  Ki— s.     Visual,  recrtaticml,  wildlife,   botanic, 

snd  otner  resources  are  snarea  in  tru\s  single  tnysiograpnlc  region. 

Coordinated  managenent  is  required  nere  as  well.     Tne  Draft  RHP  only 

treats  these  areas  as  separate  and  unrelated.     Potential  £1/:  land  acquisitions 

between  San  Luis  Hills  and  the  river  corridor  only  heighten  the  need  for 

a  vhollstlc  viewpoint  to  management  of  tne  region. 
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Kg  gtrcarlv  dlsarre*  with  both  tne  KREA  and  FA  in  their  deter-inatlon  of* 
suitaoiiity  o:   only  b.£  clles  of  the  Rio  Crame  for  Vile  and  Scenic  River 
recensemation  to  Congress.     Vhile  we  agree  tnat  the  proposed  £.c  Kile 
river  segaent   (6.£  Wild,  2.0  Recreational)  has  significant  wild  river  values 
worthy  of  protection,  we  also  think  that  tnere  are  significant  Recreational 
river  values  in  the  12.3  ciles  trstreax  equally  worthy  of  protection, 
be  recomxend  21.1  miles  of  tne  Rio  Grande  for  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act 
designation,  6.6  dies  VI Id  and  14.3  clles  Recreational  River  status. 
Ve  feel  our  rationale  for  this  recocutendation  1*     conpelllng. 
Tne  upstream  segment   (Segneni  I  in  the  River  Study)  shares  numerous 
significant  values,  including  raptor  habitlut,  and  flsneries,  with  the 
£.8  mile  Segment  C.     But  tnis  upper  12.3  dies  we  propose  contains  ad- 
ditional different  and  often  cccpllxentary  values.     The  visual  experience 
is  a  striking  and  expansive  one,  quite  different  free  downstream, 
t'pstreat,  a  greater  diversity  of  geographic  features  are  evident. 
Wildlife  and  fisheries  values  are  significant.     For  the  boater  and  fisherman 
it  is  a  different,  though  quality  experience,  as  well.     It  is  ar.  ideal 
segment  for  beginning  rafters  and  canoeists,   bank  and  float  fisherman, 
hunters,  photographers  and  bird  and  enlral  watchers.     Though  in  need  of 
restoration  through  proper  management,  the  riparian  environment  of  the 
upstreax  segnent  is  significant,   considerably  greater  than  that  in  Segment  C. 
Ve  feel  that  all  of  these  characteristics  of  Segment  B  are  outstandingly 
remarkable  in  nature. 

Tne  degree  of  naturalness  Is  high  here  as  well.     £y  comparison,   we  suggest 
it  is  as  high  or  higher  than  rivers  in  otner  parts  of  the  United  States 
already  designated  as  Recreational,   or  even  Scenic,  Rivers.     An  analysis 
of  the  existing  Vlld  and  Scenic  Rivers  system  will  bear  this  out. 
Why  then  snould  this  segment  not  be  recommended,  if  it  so  compares? 
According  to  BIK  staff  there  are  no  significant  resource  conflicts  which 
would  mitigate  agminst  recocaiendatlon  of  Segment  E,  as  we  propose. 
Vhile  excluding  the  12.3  nlles  from  recreational  River  recoan.endatii.Ti 
in  its  River  Study  Report,  tne  SLK  Study  Team  grants  tnat  tne  segnent 
has  "relatively  undisturbed  natural  foreground  scenic  vistas".     We  might 
add  It  contains  remarkable  mid  and  background  vistas  as  well,   which 
Segment  C  does  not  have  to  any  degree.     Tne  Study  Team  rejects  tne  upstream 
segment,  nowever,   far  not  being  a  deep  continuous,  rocky  canyon.     Segments' 
is  being  exclude  not  fee  what  it  is- wt standingly  remarkable  in  resources 
and  substantially  natural  In  appearar,ce--but  for  what  It  Is  not — a 
continuous  canyon.     Nowhere  in  "the  fc'tM  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  that  being 
In  a  canyon  (attractive  or  otherwise)  is  a  criteria  for  recommendation 
of  a  river. 

In  fact,  the  diversities  and  differences  between  study  Segments  Rand  C 
are  complementary  an;  both  are  deserving  of  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act 
protection. 
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•I1TEK3ES— Vnil«  «t  er.t.-.usltsti cully  s-;7crt  *.:;«  tropes*!  ior  a  San 

1-is  hills  ACEC  c:    lc,;lC  acres,   our  Cr;u;  is  alsc  continuing  to  recommenu  to 

Congress  an  approximately  K,20c  acre  San  Luis  Kills  Wilderness  Area. 

Tne  dlstict  wild  values  cf  this  area  deserve  statutory  protection 

RECREATION  KAKAG£y.E?.T--W>  reggagSa  th*  KR3*.   wilft  one  verv  large  exception, 
wnich  is  Off  Hignway^eji^e  management. 

It  is  our  well-fcunde*^?et   on  all  public  lands  OHV  should  be  allowed  to 
operate  on  designated  routes  and/cr  define!  and  enforce;  areas  only.         i 
Tnis  approach  to  travel  management  and  public  education  has  been  successfully 
used  by  the  L'SFS  in  Region  2  for  many  years.     It  nas  significantly  reduced 
tne  amount  of  resource  carnage  caused  by  OHV  an;  been  e  key  in  building 
public  awareness  about  proper  lam  use—two  excellent  objectives  met  by 
one  system  of  managenent.     Also,   It  Is  I  much  core  uniform  and  under- 
stanoable  than  tnat  proposed  In  tne  Sli?u?.     Tne  SLRKP's  hodgepodge  of 
regulation  or  lack  cc  it  leaves  tne  vast  majority  of  public  lands  "open" — 
open  to  vehicular  abuse,  wnether  Intentional  or  not. 
Cf  ccurse,  tne  management  scneae  we  suggest  allows  for  appropriate 
vehicular  use  by  land  canagers,   allotment  holders  and  permittees,   etc., 
except  in  areas  totally  closed  to  vehicular  access,  as  in  VSA*s. 
While  we  can  in  some  ways  appreciate  the  philosophy   of  "least  restrictive 
management"  of  OKV's  evident  in  tne  SIAKF,  tnere  exist  too  many  examples, 
already  of  "most  destructive  consequences"of  undirected  OHV  use  on  public 
lands.     The  proposed  direction  of  SLR>T  will  only  ask  for  more. 


OHV  "play  area"  be  designated  In  the  Sand  Castle  Area. 
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Sue.-,  a  oeslgnation  will  only  encourage  trespass  beyond  designated  limit* 
in  such  open  country.     CKV  activity  within  and  without  such  a  designated 
area  will  further  damage  the  fragile  dune  geology  and  ecology,  potential 
and  ongoing  archeological  activity  and  the  quality  of  tne  Great  Sand  Dunes 
Wilderness  Area. 

If  such  a  notarised  recreation  area  Is  deemed  necessary,   It  snould  be  located 
as  far  from  the  Sand  Castle  Ares  and  tne  Great  Sand  Dunes  National  Monument 
as  possible,  perhaps  on  state  land  administered  by  Colorado  State  Parks. 
Parks  Is  ar.  agency  that  can  care  closely  monito  such  land  abuse  and  charge 
fees  to  offset  costs  associated  with  sucn  a  destructive  undertaking . 
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VISUAL  RES0u?CE  KANASEXD^- 

one  additional  concern.     Our  reccc^eiuatlon 


--cr*.  the  objectives  of  the  1.HEA,   with 

holistic  iLanagenent 


for  the  Rio  Crande  Ccrrtior  and  adjacent  proposed  ACBC's  activates 
t.-ls  addition  to  the  SLEK?!     that  the  this  region  of  tne  RA  is  currently 
W.  Class  II  and  should  be  Identified  as  such  in  the  IK?  with 
appropriate  aanageoect  to  follow. 


HISTORICAL,  ARCHS0UCICAL  RESCJRCSS— We  recoc-enj  the  KREA. 

SPECIAL  STATUS  PlAKI  AK  AKIKAL  S?SJSS— Ve  re:ir-eni  the  KREA. 

VATERP0WER/ST0RAC-— '.>  re;or-enJ  the  KREA,  with  the  additlor.  of  12.3  Ellee 
cf  Study  Seraer.t  z  oi  tnt  rac  iranie  River  Wile  and  Scer-ic  River  proposal 
ttthe  consiceretion  cf  tne  po:;erslte  vtt.-irat.il  question. 

Best   wishes, 

x^tyii*** — 

Jena  Stansfield,   Conservatlor.  Cnairaar. 

Fikes  Peak  Croup,  Rocicy  fountain  Chapter  of  Sierra  Club 
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P.C.    box   <7 

laos  S»»i  Valley,  N>:     87S2S 

Decemoer  22.   19Ki 

David  Taliarerrro 

ELK  Canon  City  District 

P.O.  box  1711 

Canon  City,  Colorado  E1212 

Dear  Su: 

1  nave  reviewed  your  Draft  Kanagenent  Plan  for  tne  San  Luis  Resource 
Area,  especially  Appendix  £,  and  nave  tne  following  comment*: 

based  on  my  current  effort  to  leam  more  aoout  the  wild  trout 
fisheries  in  New  *«x;?o  on  ELK  land  lust  aownstrear.  of  your  area,    1  believe 
that  you  p. an  will  havs  direct  impact  on  management  of  tne  wild  and  Scenic 
River  area  nere. 

By  copy  of  tnis  letter,   1  alert  tne  Taos  Resource  Area  management  to 
the  interactive  relationship  of  your  plan  and  its  final  Environmental 
Impact  Study  for  tne  Molycorp  Tailings  Disposal  Facility  as  regards 
fisheries.     I  suggest  son?  appropriate  special  rronagement  treatments  for 
wildlife  and  fisneries  for  tne  Rio  Grande  aoove  and  oelov  Lobatos  Bridge 
all  the  way  to  the  Alatosa  National  Wildlife  Refuge.     The  stretch  from  the 
New  Mexico  border  to  near  Looatos  Bridge  clearly  should  be  in  the  National 
Wild  and  Scenic  River  System. 
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u/es 

Dave  Taliaferro 

Bur.au  of  Land  Management 

Canon  City  District 

POB  1171 

Canon  City.    Colorado  S1212 

Dear  Mr.    Taliaferro. 

I  ■■  writing  to  »«ke  known  By  eupport  of  the  Natural  Resource 
Enhancement  Management  Pl.n  M  the  .pproprl.t.  river  HMgmDt 
"STih  tor  the  San  Luis  Resource  Ares  in  Southern  Colorado.  My 
concern  Is  th.t  wildlife  protection,  with  gosls  to  acquire  «cenlc 
cr  protective  easements  on  the  east  side  or  the  river,  be  Included 
In   the   RMP. 


As  noted  in  the  RMP.  excessive  or  untimely  recreational  use  on  the 
Upper  Rio  Grande  Box  has  created  pressures  on  the  raptor  and  water 
fowl  population.  Without  regulation  of  the  recreational  boating 
season,    permanent    harm  will    result    to  wildlife   populations. 


1  Afi-2  **  "u,t  consider  tne  "deuatexinc"  of  tne  Rio  Grande  per  operation  of 

'"*"      the  Rio  Grande  Compact  since  1986  a  most  serious  national  concern. 

Sincerely. 
William  L.  Stevens 


The  reach  of  the  Rio  Grande  between  Lobatos  Bridge  and  the  New 
Mexico  state  line  should  be  administered  as  If  it  were  MM  • 
Scenic,  and  BUI  should  support  Wild  a  Scenic  oesigna.lon  by 
congress. 


Sincerely. 


Copy  to:  Taos  Resource  Area 
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Dave  Taliaferro 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Canor.  City  District 

POB  1171 

Canon  City,  Colorado  61212 

Dear  Mr.  Taliaferro. 

I  u  wrltinc  to  make  known  my  support  of  the  Natural  Resource 
£nh"  c.m.r.t  Management  Pl.n  as  the  appropriate  river  »™°™«" 
-CTSh  for  the  San  Luis  Resource  Are.  in  Southern  Colorado  My 
c»«e-n  la  that  wildlife  protection,  with  goals  to  acquire  acer.le 
or  protective  easement,  en  the  east  aid.  of  the  river,  be  Included 
In  the  RMP. 

TBtt.  in  the  RHP.  excessive  or  untimely  "c-"tlon*;L u"  °"  **! 
Upper  Rio  Grande  Box  ha.  created  pressure,  on  the  raptor  •"«"•"' 
fSSl  population,   without  regulation  of  the  recreational  boating 

JUion?  permanent  harm  will  result  to  wildlife  populations. 

"=h7  reach  of  the  Rio  Grande  between  Lobatos  Bridge  and  the  New 
M»ieo  state  line  should  be  administered  as  if  it  were  Wild  * 
Seen".  Jnd  iu "should  support  Wild  *  Scenic  designation  by 
congress. 

Sincerely, 
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4700  Venturl  Lane 
Fort  Collins  CO  80S25 
December  22,  1989 


Mr.  Dave  Taliaferro 

SLRMP  learn  Leader 

BLM,  Canon  City  District  Office 

P.O.  Box  1171 

Canon  City  CO  81212 

Dear  Mr.  Taliaferro: 

1  wish  to  enter  the  following  comments  regarding  the  Draft  San  Luis  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 


I  am  disappointed  that  the  Draft  RMP  omits  Rajadero  Canyon  from  the  list  of 
ACECs  to  be  designated  under  the  Preferred  Alternative.  There  can  be  no 
dispute  that  Astraoalus  ni)eyi,  a  plant  that  will  be  listed  (early  1990)  as 
a  Category  2  (Canoidate)  species  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  mee;s  the 
'relevancy  and  importance'  criteria  for  ACEC  designation.  All  evidence  of 
which  1  am  aware  points  to  Rajadero  Canyon  and  other  nearby  drainages  as 
containing  the  largest,  best-quality  posulation  of  A.  rip'nyi  known.  There 
is  no  other  ACEC  proposed  in  the  RMP  ".hat  can  provide  adequately  for  the 
preservation  of  this  species.  Thus,  I  urge  that  you  designate  a  Rajadero 
Canyon  ACEC  with  boundaries  to  be  determined  based  on  recommendations  by 
Colorado  Natural  Areas  Program  and  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  botanists. 

In  addition,  I  ask  that  Elephant  Rocks  be  included  for  ACEC  designation  in 
the  Preferred  Alternative.  There  is  confusion  between  omission  of  this  site 
in  the  text,  and  Its  inclusion  under  the  Preferred  Alternative  in  Table  H-4. 
I  assume  Table  H-<  is  correct,  and  that  the  text  will  be  corrected  to 
include  this  site  under  the  Preferred  Alternative.  I  strongly  support  ACEC 
status  for  Elephant  Rocks,  because  without  active  management  for 
preservation  of  its  habitat,  I  believe  the  present  population  of  lleoptrryt 
Uthophilt   will  inevitably  decrease  due  to  conflicting  resource  use. 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the  Draft  RMP. 
Please  keep  me  on  your  mailing  11st  for  the  final  plan. 

Sincerely, 


M.  P.  Steinkamp,  Ph.D.  ' 
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December  22,  1989 


Mr.  Dave  Taliaferro 

RMP  learn  Leader 

bureau  of  Land  Hanaqenent 

Canon  Citi  District  Office 

P.O.  Box  1)71 

Canon  City  CO  61212 

Dear  Hr.  Taliaferro, 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  San  Luis  RMP/EIS.  As 
you  know  from  our  previous  participation  and  communication  regarding  the 
preparation  of  this  RMP,  the  Colorado  Native  Plant  Society  is  especially 
concerned  that  management  be  provided  to  perpetuate  the  uncommon  plant 
species  and  plant  communities  found  in  this  Resource  Area.  Our  reading  of 
the  Draft  RHP  does  not  convince  us  that  this  has  been  accomplished. 


First,  we  believe  the  Draft  RHP  is  seriously  deficient  (n  that  it  does  not 
acknowledge  and  incorporate  BLH  national  policy  with  regard  to  federal  ESA 
Candicate  plant  and  animal  species---)'. e. .  that  candidate  species  are  to  be 
treated  for  planning  and  management  activities  as  if  they  were  listed,  and 
that  Resource  Areas  are  directed  to  identify  and  designate  Qualified  ACECs. 
In  the  "Existing  Management*  alternative,  Areas  of  Special  Concern  section 
(p.  3-13),  no  ACECs  are  proposed,  despite  the  acknowledgement  that  a  number 
of  sites  meeting  the  ACEC  relevancy  and  importance  criteria  exist. 
Similarly,  the  Special  Status  Plant  and  Animal  Species  section  (p.  3-13) 
does  not  even  mention  candidate  or  state  special  concern  list  species. 
Based  on  our  understanding  of  BLM  national  policy,  we  believe  that  these  two 
sections  must  be  revised  in  the  Existing  Management  and  Resource  Production 
alternatives.  This  will  then  necessitate  further  revisions  in  summaries  and 
Tables. 


The  discussion  of  Areas  of  Special  Concern  under  'Management  Guidance  Common 
to  All  Alternatives'  (p-3.7)  in  the  Draft  RMP  discusses  only  the  Rio  Grande 
river  corridor.  We  fail  to  understand  why  this  section  does  not  include 
discussion  of  all  the  areas,  throughout  the  Resource  Area,  that  contain 
sensitive  resources  and  that  are  proposed  for  special  management.  The 
section  as  it  stands  gives  the  mistaken  impression  that  no  sensitive 
resources  exist  other  than  in  the  river  corridor. 


With  regard  to  Special  Status  Plant  Species  (p.  2-59  and  Table  2-35), 
Astragalus  ripleyi  is  incorrectly  stated  to  be  "Listed,  Threatened."  It  is 
expected  that  A.  ripleyi  will  be  included  as  a  Candidate  for  listing,  in  a 
notice  to  be  published  in  the  Federal  Register  in  early  1990;  thus,  it  is 
appropriate  to  refer  in  this  RMP  to  A.  ripleyi  as  a  Candidate.  Table  2-35 
should  be  revised  to  correct  several  errors.  The  federal  status  for  A. 
ripleyi    should  be  Category  2.   Its  habitat,  in  the  Draft  so  generally 
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Mr.  l.liaftrro 
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indicated  as  to  be  risleading,  is  or.  volcanic  substrates,  in  grasslands 
among  open  pinyon- juniper  or  poncerosa  pine  stanos.  Footnote  1  is 
incorrect:  the  CHAP  ranking  proceoure  is  not  used  by  heritage  programs 
elsewhere.  The  CNAP  list  categories  have  been  abridged  poorly,  so  that 
their  meaning  is  no;  always  clear.  We  recomend  inclusion  of  the  exact  CHAP 
list  titles  here.  Footnote  2  incorrectly  refers  to  'Table  2.23-1"  rather 
than  to  Table  2-35. 


Table  2-36  also  contains  a  number  of  errors.  The  subheading  "sensitive 
floristic  communities"  does  not  seem  appropriate  for  all  of  the  areas 
grouped  within  that  title.  The  "sensitive  plant  association"  listings  use  a 
ranking  scheme  no  longer  used  by  CN;p.  Both  footnotes  are  incorrect  for 
reasons  stated  above.  We  recommend  this  table  be  omitted  entirely,  as  it 
seems  to  add  more  confusion  than  enlightenment,  or  at  least  revised  with 
information  and  terminology  from  CNAP.  If  you  wish  to  retain  Table  2-36,  we 
could  provide  more  detailed  suggestions. 


The  Elephant  Rocks  site,  which  would  be  designated  as  an  ACEC  under  the 
Natural  Resource  Alternative,  is  omitted  without  explanation  in  the 
Preferred  Alternative  list  (p.  3-32).  We  note,  however,  that  Elephant  Rocks 
is  listed  as  a  designated  ACEC  in  Table  H-4.  Presumably  the  omission  in  the 
text  is  an  oversight  that  will  be  resolved  in  the  final  RMP.  We  strongly 
support  designation  of  Elepnant  Rocks,  which  meets  ACEC  relevance  and 
importance  criteria.   As  noted  on  page  2-42,  we  agree  that  special 


management  is  required  to  assure  that  Neoparrye  lithophila  habitat  is  not 
degraded.  Although  at  present  the  vegetation  associated  with  the  rocks  is 
in  relatively  good  condition,  the  grassy  areas  among  the  rock  outcrops  are 

essential  that  Elephant  Rocks  be 
In  connection  with  this 


in  comparatively  poor  condition.  It 
"uSilaailed  an  ACEC  in  the  Preferred  Alternative, 
point,  we  wish  to  comment  that  logic  provides  that  if  a  site  meets  the  ACEC 
importance  and  relevancy  criteria  under  any  alternative,  it  must  meet  them 
under  all  alternatives;  according  to  BLH  policy,  such  a  site  should  be 
designated  under  all  alternatives. 
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It  is  incumbent  upon  the  Resource  Area  to  provide  management  plans  that  will 
improve  the  security  of  candidate  and  state  sensitive  plant  species.  Our 
greatest  concern  with  the  Draft  RMP  is  that  this  has  not  been  done  for 
Astragalus  ripleyi.  Having  previously  nominated  RaJadero  Canyon  as  an  ACEC 
for  the  protection  of  A.  ripleyi,  we  cannot  understand  or  accept  the  Draft 
RMP's  omission  of  designation  for  this  site.  As  noted  above,  A.  ripleyi 
will  be  an  official  Candioate  species  by  the  time  this  RMP  is  finalized. 
Thus,  there  can  be  no  question  as  to  the  "importance"  and  "relevance" 
criteria  being  met.  This  candidate  plant  species  requires  special 
management  to  prevent  its  subsequent  listing  as  threatened  or  endangered. 


Before  preparing  this  comment,  we  asked  to  examine  the  data  obtained  by  CNAP 
in  its  A.  ripleyi  studies  during  the  summer  of  1989.  Our  assessment  of  this 
information,  together  with  our  conversations  with  CNAP  and  USFWS  botanists 
and  our  own  field  explorations  of  the  area,  convince  us  that  the  RaJadero 
Canyon  area  is  by  far  the  best  site  for  conservation  of  this  species.  The 
range  of  A.  ripleyi  appears  to  have  contracted  over  the  past  decades, 
suggesting  that  active  management  will  be  necessary  to  prevent  its  listing 
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as  threatened  or  endangered.  The  species  is  found  only  in  a  narrow  range  of 
plant  communities,  and  only  on  a  few  specific  volcanic  substrates. 

Table  H-3  states  that  special  management  for  A.  ripleyi  will  be  addressed  on 
other  BLM  ACECs.  This  is  not  satisfactory.  We  assume  this  statement  refers 
to  the  proposed  Los  Mogotes  ACEC,  which  contains  a  small  A.  ripleyi 
population.  However,  the  management  emphasis  for  los  Mogotes  clearly  is  on 
enhancement  of  winter  range  for  game  species  (page  2-44),  a  value  that 
directly  conflicts  with  preservation  of  A.  ripleyi.  Although  it  is 
essential  that  the  plant  be  considered  in  management  provisions  for  Los 
Mogotes,  it  is  equally  important  that  another  site  be  designated  that  has  as 
its  primary  management  goal  the  mitigation  of  threats  to  A.  ripleyi,  and  the 
enhancement  of  its  habitat.  The  Draft  RMP  should  be  modified  to  include  the 
RaJadero  Canyon  site  in  the  list  of  nominated  ACECs  analyzed  under  each  RMP 
alternative. 


Incidentally,  we  see  no  justification  for  the  separation  (Tables  H-2  and  H-3 
and  related  text  throughout  the  document)  of  areas  originally  proposed  for 
ACEC  consideration  and  sites  subsequently  proposed.  A  preliminary  draft 
should  be  just  that---a  working  document  designed  to  elicit  further  ideas 
and  information.  Why  segregate  that  information  and  treat  those  proposals 
differently,  once  you  get  them? 


Other  than  the  omission  of  RaJadero  Canyon,  we  support  all  the  areas 
proposed  for  special  management  designation  (Table  H-4),  including  the 
combination  of  Flat  Top  with  San  Luis  Hills.  We  also  support  the  general 
concept  of  riparian  resource  management  (p.  4-2),  in  the  anticipation  that 
such  management  would  improve  habitat  for  native  riparian  and  aquatic 
plants. 


In  the  Preferred  Alternative  section  on  Lands  and  Realty  Management    (p.  4- 

3),  specific  statements  should  be  added  to  the  effect  that  there  will  be  no 

disposal  of  any  lands  providing  habitat  for  federally  listed,  candidate,  or 
state  sensitive  plant  and  animal  species. 

Thank  you  for  considering  our  comments,  which  we  hope  will  contribute  to  an 
improved  Final  RMP.  Please  contact  us  if  we  can  supply  further  information 
or  elaborate  on  any  point  raised  above. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Susan  S.  Martin 
Conservation  Committee  Chair 
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SL'SJECT:   Orert  Sar.  U:s  f.ar.aoeraer. 
Statement 


Plan  and  Environmental  lopact 


Cclcradc  Katun:  Areas  Proerair.  staf.'  r.as  reviewed  tne  Draft  Sar. 
—  is  Resource  I.enaoerer.-:  Pier  an;  Invironr.en.cal  Iccect  Statement 
v. en  tne  icliO.inc.  ccr_-.er.is. 
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J.REAS  or  SPEC:*!  C0NCER1C 

I.ep.-.ant  Kczr.s   anc  cneir  associated  veoetetaon  arc  ir. 
relatively  cooc  cendic.o.-.,  out  the  i-iet  crassiand  areas 
oecveen  roc.1:  outcrops  art  ir.  poor  condition.  Special 
r.eneeener.t  rei.Z.1   o«  required  ir  tnese  areas  are  te 
recover,  ir.  keeping  vie-  ACIC  designation,  icr  sensitive 
cler.t  resource  values.  Tne  area  :s  apparently  used 
currently  ry  lecel  youts  ror  recreational  purposes.  It 
-s  s.itaclc  as  a  natural  history  interpretive*  area,  anc 
coulc  oe  a  valuetie  educational"  resource  icr  local 
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Special  Status  Fleet  Species 

r.S\:t-t l.'f  ritlev:  is  net  listed  as  threatened  unit: 
tn*  Ir.ear.oerec  Species  Act  at  this  tine.  It  is  net 
«■•  eiiiciel  candidate  ior  liscine  (Ceteocry  2).    put 
vill  oe  puclishec  ts   sucr.  in  ar.  updated" Federal 
iecister  nctice  due  out  ir.  1SSC.  Tne  second  sentence 
under  Special  status  Plant  Species  snoulc  read: 
"Several  federal  candidate  ar.c  cr  sensitive  plant 
spec.es  occur  ir.  tr.e  resource  area  vr.ier.  could  cecone 
.istec  as  tr.reater.ee  cr  e.-.aanoeree  vitnout  app-cc-iete 
-snscerert."  -.f-Zi-i.v;    riclf:  is  current:-/  ieir.e 
ccnsicerec  icr  l.st.nc  by  tne  V.s.  risr.  a.-.d  Wildlife 
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Service  and  if  tn*  subject  of  &  status  survev  by  CKAP 
[report  due  out  ir.  Feeruary  19S0;  .  Tne  national'  pol  icy 
of  tne  BL.V  vitn  respect  to  candioate  species  is  to 
treat  then  as  if  tney  were  listed  in  all  planning 
processes . 

Table  2-3S.  The  federal  status  of  AstraoaJus  riolevi  is 
not  LT,  as  tne  table  indicates.  Tne  teoeral  status 
should  be  Category  2. 

Habitat  for  Astragalus  nplevi  is: 

fescue  grass ianos  near  or  in  open 
ponoerosa  pine  or  piny  on- "juniper 
woodlanos  on  volcanic  suDStrat.es. 


■  Footnotes  to  Table  2-35  should  read: 
"'These  ranking  are  provioed  by  the  Colorado  Natural 
Areas  Program  (CNAP).  This  standardized  ranging 

j  procedure  was  developed  by  CNAP  to  assist  land  managers 
in  assessing  status  and  management  needs  for  plant 
species  of  special  concern  to  tne  state  of  Colorado.*1 


I  "List  1 .   Federal  threatened  or  endangered  plant 

species  that  are  rare  tnrougnout  their  range, 

including  species  endemic  to  Colorado, 
j  List  1*.  Plant  species  presumed  extinct. 

List  2*.  Plant  species  presumed  extirpated  from 

Colorado. 
List  2.   Plant  species  which  are  rare  in  Colorado  but 

relatively  common  elsewhere  within  their 

range. 
List  3.   Plant  species  which  appear  to  be  rare  but  for 

which  conclusive  information  is  lacking. 
List  4.   Plans  of  limited  distribution  or  of  special 

interest  which  appear  secure  at  this  time 

(watch  list)." 

"^he  symbols  utilised  in  the  Federal  Status  column 
(Table  2-35) . . . ■ 


Table  2-3*.  Table  5-36  contains  confusing  information, 
some  of  which  is  erroneous.  Table  2-36  snould  be 
revised,  redesigned,  or  eliminated. 

Only  two  areas  were  recommended  by  CNAP  for  special 
management  area  status.  These  were  Elephant  Rocks  and 
Flat  Top  Mesa,  for  the  important  populations  of 
Neoparrva  lithoohila  which  are  found  there.  CKAP 
supports  designation  of  San  Luis  Kills  V.'SA  as  an  ACEC 
if  data  indicate  the  pinyon-juniper  woodlands  are  in 
good  condition.  CHAP  is  further  prepared  to  recommend 
RaOedero  Canyon  and  adjacent  areas  as  an  ACEC  to 
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provide  the  necessary  manager. ent  to  preserve  and 
ennance  Astragalus  riolevi  hao.tat  (map  indicating 
suggested  Doundaries  attached} .  RaJadero  Canyon  and 
adjacent  drainages  contain  tne  best  populations  known 
of  Astraoclus  rjr.pvj. 

CHAP  did  not  recommend  for  special  status  the  following 
areas : 

Grande  Mogote  Mesa 

Little  Mogote  Mesa 

Soutn  Pinon  Hills 

Pinon  Hills. 
These  areas  may  be  worthy  of  special  management  area 
designations,  but  the  recommendation  did  not  originate 

with  CNAP. 


The  plan  is  unclear  in  its  references  to  South  Pinon 
Hills,  Pinon  Hills,  and  San  Luis  Hills.  The 
relationship  of  these  areas  to  each  other  should  be 
clarified  to  facilitate  public  comment  on  tn*  draft 
plan. 


"Sensitive  Plant  Habitats"  would  be  more  appropriate 
terminology  for  Elephant  Rocks  and  Flat  Top  Mesa  than 
"Sensitive  Fioristic  Communities".  "High  Quality  Plant 
Communities'*  would  be  preferable  to  "Sensitive  Plant 
Associations" . 


CNAP  no  longer  uses  the  ranking  procedure  developed  by 
The  Nature  Conservancy  for  use  by  Heritage  programs 
(e.g.,  G3S2) .  Tne  Colorado  Natural  Areas  Program 
considers  high  quality  remnant  examples  of  native  plant 
communities  to  be  worthy  of  protection  as 
representative  examples  of  Colorado's  natural 
environment.  In  some  instances  such  plant  communities 
may  be  of  regional  significance;  in  others,  they  are  of 
national  significance. 


All  footnotes  from  Table  2-36  should  be  eliminated. 
Tney  are  either  erroneous  or  misleading. 
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For  the  contents  of  tne  lower  portion  of  Table  2-36,  we 
suggest  tne  following: 


Special  Vegetation  Resources 

Soutnern  Rocky  Mountain 

Lower  Montane  Grasslands 

examples:  Arizona  fescue-mountain  muhly 
Arizona  fescue-slinstem  muhly 
winter! at/Indian  ricegrass 

Southern  Rocky  Mountain 
Lower  Montane  Woodlands 

examples:  bristlecone  pine/Arizona  fescue- 
mountain  muhly 

Ponderosa  pine  woodlands 

examples:  ponderosa  pine/Arizona  fescue- 
mountain  muhly 

Pinor-Juniper  woodlands 

examples:  pinon  pine-Rocky  Mountain  juniper 


Statys 

further 
study 


further 
study 


further 
study 


further 
study 


High  quality  examples  of  these  plant  communities  may  be 
found  in  the  Trickle  Mountain/Sheep  Creek,  East  Creek, 
and  Flat  Top/San  Luis  Kills  areas.  Evaluations  of  these 
plant  communities  should  be  conducted  tc  ascertain 
their  condition.  Historical  grazing  practices  nave 
significantly  altered  native  grasslands  and  the  native 
understory  in  woodland  communities  throughout  the  San 
Luis  Valley  and  the  semi-end  western  United  States, 
rendering  high  quality  relictual  vegetation  areas  of 
regional  as  well  as  national  significance. 


The  Areas  of  Special  Concern  section  should  be  expanded 
to  provide  analysis  of  areas  proposed  for  management  or 
protection  of  sensitive  or  unique  resources  on  the 
entire  planning  area,  rather  than  just  the  wild  and 
scenic  river  corridor. 


Special  Status  of  Plant  and  Animal  Species 
Tne  pnrase  "plant  associations"  should  oe  changed  to 
"plant  communities".  Who  makes  the  "necessary" 
determination  of  inventory  and  monitoring  needs  for 
special  status  plant  and  animal  species?  The  specific 
criteria  that  will  trigger  tne  "necessary" 
determinations  snould  be  defined. 
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Comments  on  management  alternatives: 


EXISTING 

p.  3-13 
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MANAGEMENT  ALTERNATIVE 


Areas  of  Special  Concern  /  Special  Status  Plant  and 

Animal  Species 

Tne  existing  management  alternative  provides  for 
designation  of  no  ACECs  and  no  attention  is  paid  to 
candiaate  or  state  list  plant  species.  This  is  not  in 
keeping  with  present  national  policy  within  bLK  which 
provides  for  treatment  of  candidate  species  as  if  they 
were  listed  (v.  paragraph  1,  page  5-59  and  topic  1, 
page  A-<),  nor  with  the  national  directive  for  Resource 
Areas  to  identify  and  desjonate  qualified  ACECs. 


RESOURCE 
p.  2-18 
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p.  3-22 
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RESOURCE 
p.  3-26 
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ENHANCEMENT  ALTERNATIVE 
Areas  of  Special  Concern 

RaJadero  Canyon  and  adjacent  areas  should  be  added  to 
tne  list  of  nominated  ACECs  (map  enclosed).  The 
RaJaaero  Canyon  area  contains  the  best  known 
populations  of  Astraoalus  npleyj .  a  federal  candidates. 
Preliminary  data  suggest  that  Ripley  isilkvetch  has 
experienced  serious  declines  throughout  its  range  in 
the  past  30-100  years.  Active  management  intervention 
may  be  necessary  to  prevent  listing  as  threatened  or 
endangered.  £.  r;plevi  shows  nign  fidelity  to  specific 
geologic  suostretes  (Hinsdale  formation,  Masonic  Perk 
Tuff,  and  landslide  deposits  composed  of  these 
materials)  and  is  confined  to  a  very  limited  variety  of 
plant  community  types. 


Special  Status  Plant  and  Animal  Species 

Astraoalus  riplevi  should  receive  special  management 


wherever  it  occurs  within  the  resource  area,  and  the 

proposed  RaJadero  Canyon  ACEC  should  be  managed  with 
protection  and  enhancement  of  A,,  riplevj  populations  as 
the  top  priority. 


PRODUCTION  ALTERNATIVE 


Special  Status  Plant  and  Animal  Species 
Tne  wording  in  this  section  of  the  plan  does  not 
reflect  national  policy  cf  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
with  respect  to  candidate  plant  and  animal  species, 
i.e.,  candidate  species  are  treated  as  if  they  were 
listed  in  ell  planning  and  management  activities.  The 
language  in  "his  section  should  be  revised  to  reflect 
national  policy  (v.  paragraph  1,  page  2-59  and  topic  1, 
page  A-4) . 


PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE 
p.  3-26 
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Riparian  Resources  Management 

The   Colorado  Natural  Areas  Program  supports  special 

protection  and  enhancement  measures  for  riparian  areas. 


p.  3-32 
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p.  :-3E 
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Emphasis  should  i>*  placed  on  maintaining  and  enhancing 
native  ripanar.  species.  Consioeration  of  sensitive 
species  (e.g.,  C:e cne  nultirauJ  ?si  should  accor.pany  any 
plans  to  lncrtijse  waterfowl  procuction. 


Areas  of  Special  Concern 

Elepnant  Recks  meets  the  importance  and  relevance 
criteria  for  ACEC  designation  and  should  oe  designated. 
The  area  requires  special  management  to  ensure  that 
Nepparrva  lithophile  naoitat  is  not  degraded. 
Anticipation  cf  difficulties  in  implementing 
appropriate  management  is  not  sufficient  grounds  for 
failing  to  designate.  Tne  criteria  for  designation 
(stated  on  page  2-<4)  ao  not  incluoe  this  criterion. 


A  creative  approach  to  anticipated  management  problems 
(the  area  is  presently  used  by  local  youth  for 
recreational  purposes)  might  include  encouraging  local 
interest  in  the  area  as  a  unique  eaucational 
opportunity  and  a  source  of  civic  pride. 

CNAP  supports  combining  San  Luis  Hills  and  flat  Top 
Mesa  in  -he  San  Luis  Hills  ACEC.  The  area  should  be 
managed  to  protect  and  ennance  natural  vegetat ion  and 
rare  plant  habitat.  Inventory  and  evaluation  of  relict 
plant  communities  in  the  area  should  be  a  priority. 


The  RaJadero  Canyon  area  (map  enclosed)  is  hereby 
nominated  and  should  be  designated  to  provide 
protection  for  Aftraoalus  nrlevi.  RaJadero  Canyon 
proposed  ACEC  meets  all  criteria  for  designation  as  an 
ACEC:   1)  Astraoalus  riplevi  requires  special 

management  to  prevent  listing  as  threatened 

or  endangered ; 

2)  type  of  management  required  would  be  decided 
in  the  CRMAP  process; 

3)  RaJadero  Canyon  meets  "relevance"  and 
"importance"  criteria  by  virtue  of  the  bio- 
ecoiogical  status  of  Astraoalus  nplevi. 

Enhancement  of  A,,  riplevi  habitat  and  mitigation  of 
existing  threats  to  its  survival  should  be  a  management 
priority  in  the  proposed  ACEC. 


Special  Status  Plant  and  Animal  Species 
The  wording  in  this  section  does  not  reflect  national 
policy  with  respect  to  candidate  species,  i.e.. 
candidates  will  be  treated  as  if  tney  were  listed  in 
all  BLK  planning  and  management  activities  (y.. 
paragraph  1,  page  2-59  and  topic  1,  page  A-4). 


152 


152 


ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 


152-23 

p.  <-3 

152-24 
1152-25 


Riparian  Resources  Management 

Cl.'AP  suDpcrts  t:ie  pel  icy  of  protect  ion  and  enhancement 
of  riparian  resources  or.  bLK  lands,  particularly  with 
respect  to  native  riparian  and  aquatic  plant  and  animal 
I  species. 


Lands  and  Realty  Management 

All  lands  providing  nacitat  for  candidate  and  listed 
threatened,  endangered,  and  sensitive  plant  and  animal 
species  should  be  retained  ir.  federal  ownership.  Any 
proposals  to  dispose  of  such  lands  should  be  reviewed 
by  DOW,  CNAP,  and  the  USFWS. 


Areas  of  Special  Concern 

Tne  RaJadero  Canyon  area  should  be  added  to  the  list  of 
nominated  ACECs  to  be  analyzed  in  each  alternative  in 
the  RMP.  The  area  clearly  meets  the  criteria,  as 
discussed  above. 


APPENDIX  H 

p.  K-5     Table  H-2 

CNAP  supports  designation  of  San  Luis  Hills  WSA  as  an 
ACEC  and  will  cooperate  with  BLM  in  developing  a  site 
specific  management  plan. 
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CNAP  supports  designation  of  Elephant  Rock  as  an  ACEC. 
Tnis  area  clearly  meets  the  importance  and  relevance 
criteria  in  that  it  provides  habitat  for  a  federal 
candidate  plant  species.  CNAP  will  provide  assistance 
to  BLM  in  developing  a  management  plant  for  Elephant 
Rocks. 
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Los  Mogotes  con 
nclevi.  The  pi 
and  management 
Management  emph 
range ,  etc. )  on 
necessary  to  p: 
Mogotes  cannot 
Astraoalus  ric 
provide  for  pre 
habitat  and  to 
plant  under  the 


tains  a  smell  population  of  Astraoalus 
ant  should  be  considered  in  ell  planning 
activities  related  to  the  area. 
asis  on  game  species  (critical  winter 

.os  Mogotes  conflicts  with  management 
eserve  &•  riplevi.  Therefore,  Los 
be  considered  a  viable  preserve  for 
evi .  Ancther  site  must  be  chosen  to 
servation  and  enhancement  of  A,,  rj, 
prevent  the  need  for  listing  of  tne 
terms  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act 


Table  H-3 

RaJadero  canyon  meets  BLM  relevance  criteria  for  ACEC 
designation  by  tne  presence  cf  federal  candidate  plant 
species  Astraoalus  ricl eyi .  RaJadero  Canyon  meets 
importance  criteria  in  that  the  plant  is  of  national 
significance  end  is  cf  special  worth  tc  tne  people  of 
tne  United  States.  Astraoalus  riclevi  is  endemic  to 


p.  K-9 
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volcanic  substrates  found  between  LaJara  Reservoir  and 
Ires  !  frdras.  New  Mexico.  Evidence  indicate*  Fever** 
deel ir.-_c  in  AFtraoalus  nrifvi  populations  in  the  past 
30-100  years  due  to  livestock  grazing  and  hert-icide 
appl i cat  ion.  Active  management  intervention  will  be 
necessary  to  prevent  the  need  for  listing  as  a  federal 
threatened  or  endangered  species.  Management 
prescriptions  for  tne  proposed  Los  Mogotes  ACEC  are  not 
sufficient  to  provide  for  the  management  needs  of 
Astraoalus  riplevi. 


Table  H-4 

Elephant  Rocks  is  presented  as  a  designated  ACEC  in  the 
preferred  alternative  in  Table  H»< ,  but  is  not  included 
as  a  designated  ACEC  in  the  preferred  alternative  text 
in  the  body  of  the  report  (v.  page  3-32).  This 
inconsistency  should  be  resolved. 


San  Luis  Kills  USA  (Flat  Top  Mesa),  Sand  Castle  WSA 
(Smithsonian  cattleguard  Folsom  site) ,  Rio  Grande  River 
Corridor,  Elephant  Rocks,  and  RaJadero  Canyon  meet  ACEC 
criteria  and  the  final  RMP  should  include  these 
designations. 


/^rfr?^-  I'nited  Slate.-  Dr;  anniem  of  the  Inierior 

*fk         J'  \\U><\\\     I'VRk  NlSWll 
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L7C1S- 

Novemoer  21.  19£9 


Mr.  Dennis  Zachman 
bureau  ol  Lane  Management 
152:  State  Street 

Alamosa,  Coiorade  6X101 

Dear  Kr.  2acnman: 


he  have  a  few  comments  regarding  t-i*  Drcft  San  Luis  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact.  Statement-   C"jr  comments 
are  in  regards  tc  tne  area  a£iactnt  tc  Great  Sane  Dunes  National 

Monument . 


|  Air  Duality  -  Great  Sane  Dunes  National  Monument  is  a  Class  I  Air 
Quality  area.  Tr*  National  Par*  Service  is  conducting  air 
.-  co  -i    I  quality  monitoring  at  Great  Sane  Dunes,  he  would  be  happy  to 
I  ww"  I  ,  nit*  tne  air  quality  data  available  tc  you.  Any  activities  that 

I  would  impact  tne  Class  I  Air  Quality  status  should  be  considered 
in  you 'planning. 
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Ground  het«S  -  decent  studies  indicate  that  ground  water  levels 
and  dune  stc-Jiliti   *rs  related      '.nilt  your  pltr.  deaf  rrt  cf?l 
for  manor  water  development,  we  would  line  you  to  be  aware  tnat 
na^or  changes  in  tne  wacertable  could  nave  e  drastic  effect  on 
tne  dunes  -  both  those  in  the  Monument  and  those  lying  outside 
the  Monument  on  ELT  lands. 


Recreation  Management  -  Off -Highway  Vehicle  tOHV   use  south  of 
Great  Sane  Dunes  Naticnal  Monument,     he  have  several  concerns  in 
this  aret.     Our  first  concern  is  now  can  OHY  use  oe  ccr.fi  nee  to 
tne  designated  area.     Our  experience  at  tne  Monurent  is  that 
constant  patrol  tne  er^orcement  is  needed  tc  prevent  unauthorized 
use  and  vandalisr  of  natural  and  cultural  resources.     Does  the 
ELM  have  the  enforcement  funds  and  staff  to  assure  the  protection 
of  the  resources"     If  this  area  is  administered  Dy  the  State  of 
Colorado,  do  they  have  tne  means  to  protect  the  resources  in  this 
area? 


Unique  plant  and  animal  species  habitat  is  a  manor  concern  in 
tnis  area.     For  example,   two  interesting,  insects  found  nevnere 
else  or.  Earth  are  found  in  the  Great  Sand  Dunes  area  -  tne  Great 
Sand  Dunes  tiger  oeet.e  and  the  giant  sand  treader  camel  cricxet. 
Other  specialized  fcrrs  of  life  inhabit  tne  sand  dunes  community, 
and  some  of  them  ray  oe  strictly  iocai,   still  waiting  to  be 
[discovered  dy  future  rsturalists.     veoetaticr.  sterility  in  this 
15  3*4-     flre*  iS  important  tc  tne  movement  of  sand,     v.ill  OHV  use  alter 

the  vegetation  anc  al.ow  for  tne  erosion  and  movent  of  tne  sells? 
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Fintliy.  this  OHV  hecreation  Are.,  will  boroer  tne  Greet  Sand 
Dunes  Kiloerness  Are*.  Tne  primtive  enc  viloerneas  type  values 
must  tie  seriously  consioered  in  contrast  to  tne  visual  impact, 
dust  and  noise  created  by  OHV  use  along  tne  soutnwest  boundary  of 
tne  kiloerness. 

tven  though  through  out  the  plan  there  are  statements  about  the 
negative  impact  of  OHVe  on  cultural,  natural  ano  scenic  values, 
tne  only  specific  OHY  oune  riding  recreational  opportunity  is  in 
a  unique  and  valuaDle  natural  and  cultural  resources  area.   Are 
there  alternative  areas  which  would  oe  less  sensitive? 


Me  are  very  interested  in  reviewing  any  future  plans  to  manage 
this  "Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern"  (ACBC). 


If  future  transfer  of  property  to  the  National  Park  Service  for 
management  is  to  be  considered  there  would  need  to  be 
consolidation  of  scattered  and  isolated  blocks  of  land  into 
manageable  units.  Since  these  areas  contain  numerous  cultural 
sites  and  are  an  important  part  of  tne  dunes  system,  transfer  to 
tne  NTS  may  be  appropriate. 


Archeclogical  -  he  have  documented  incidents  of  archeological 
resource  vandalism  and  theft  along  our  common  bounoary  in  the 
Sand  Castle  ACEC.  OHV  use  may  adversely  effect  archeological 
sites  and/or  lead  tc  increased  site  vandalism.  Again  the 
question  is  how  can  OHY  use  be  effectively  regulated  and 
resources  protected  in  this  unique  area.  The  southern  bounoary 
cf  Crest  Sand  Dunes  National  Monument  and  the  adjoining  property 
if  rich  in  cultural  resources.  Tne  Cattleguard  Folsom  site  i» 
omy  one  example  of  many  sites  in  this  area.  Again,  allowing 
unregulated  access  in  this  area  may  result  in  destruction  or 
vandalism  of  cultural  resources. 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  your  Draft  Resource 
Management  Plan. 

Sincerely, 


'  William  E.  Wellman 


(Hearing    on    11-2-89    at    Alamosa,    Co.) 


(Hearing    on    11-2-69    at    Alarosa,    Co.) 


IH1-1 


12 
11 
14 

15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
2} 


MR.  STEWART:   Thank  you.  should  1 
use  the  microphone? 

MR.  CUSHING:   lei,  please. 

MR.  STEWART:   I  have  a  handout  here 
and  that  might  be  helpful  to  you.   My  name  is  Doctor 
Stuart.   I'm  a  faculty  member  at  Adams  State 
College,  in  the  Geology  Department  there,  and  I'm 
going  to  be  looking  at  one  issue  here,  specifically 
it  is  the  Sand  Castle  Area  and  the  cattle  guard 
site,  and  what  I'm  going  to  be  addressing  is  the 
issue  of  off-highway  vehicle  use. 

It  is  currently  in  the  plan, 
scheduled  to  be  a  limited  use  area,  and  I  would  like 
to  propose  that  it  be  considered  or  that  be  altered 
to  being  a  closed  area. 

I  have  two  reasons  for  this,  or  two 

things  that  I  want  to  address  regarding  why  that 

shculd  change.   The  first  one  is  scientific  and  it 

is  best  seen  by  looking  at  this  handout  that  I  have 

passed  around,  which  is  inappropriately  labled  down 

below  as  a  map  showing  the  types  of  sand  dunes  in 

the  Great  Sand  Dunes  National  Monument. 

If  you  look  at  that  map,  the  Sand 

Dunes  Monument  is  actually  a  snail  portion  the 

northeast  area  of  that  map.   The  actual  area  that  is 
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1  with  me  if  I  mispronounce  sore  of  these  names,  but 

2  the  first  one  the  list  is  Abe  Reylea,  is  that 

3  correct? 

4  MR.  RELYEA:    Right,  R-e-1 -y-e-a . 

5  First  of  all,  I  would  like  to  object  to  the  hearing 

6  officer  bringing  in  people  ahead  of  the  one;;  that 

7  were  signed  up  first.   I  understood  that  if  you 

8  signed  up,  they  were  going  to  take  them  in  order. 

9  This  gentleman  comes  in  and 

10  without  ever  asking  the  people  that  were  signed  up 

11  first  if  he  could  be  allowed  to  speak  first.   you 

12  just,  arbitrarily,  brought  him  in  here,  and  I  don't 

13  think  that  is  right.  I  might  not  have  wanted  to  hear 

14  him.   You  are  forcing  to  me  to  hear  him  by  letting 

15  him  speak  first.   If  you  are  going  to  conduct  this 

16  hearing,  it  should  be  done  properly. 

17  As  far  as  the  plan  goes,  I  am 
H2'1  objecting  to  wild  and  scenic  river  designation  to 

19  the  lower  part  of  the  Rio  Grande  down  by  the  line 

20  here.   That  Canon  is  full  of  rattle  snakes  and  you 

21  don't  know  it  and  that's  about  all  it's  good  for 

22  down  there,  but  when  you  designate  that  a  wild  and 

23  scenic  part  of  the  Rio  Grande  River,  then  you  are 

24  shutting  off  all  development,  such  as  power  lines 

25  going  across  there  and  things  of  that  sort  that 
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would  kind  of  increase  the  efficiency  of  our 
government  and  be  a  hell  of  a  lot  more  useful  than 
this  plan  they  got  here.   Thank  you. 

MR.  CUSHING:   Thank  you,  sir.   Are 
there  any  questions? 

MR.  TALIAFERRO:   Did  we  get  his 
address? 

MR.  RELYEA:   It's  on  there. 
MR.  CUSHINC:   Bill  Kopfnan. 
MR.  KOPFMAN:    Bill  Kopfnan,  Center, 
Colorado.   Chairman  of  the  Rio  Grande  Water  Users 
and  have  been  for  the  past  twenty  years.   Rio  Grande 
Water  Users  represent  about  ninety-five  percent  of 
all  waters  that  is  diverted  out  of  the  Rio  Grande 


River  and  I  am  here  in  protest  of  the  wild  and 
scenic  river,  especially  since  Abe  mentioned  the 
loss  of  water,  and  that's  what  I'm  here  to  try  to 
explain. 

I  think  a  lot  of  people  that  sit  in 
this  room  don't  really  realize  how  the  river 
operates,  and  how  it  runs.   I  say  that  about  a  lot 
of  you  people. 

I'm  sure  that  you  are  not  familiar 

with  how  we  got  to  make  our  river  meet  the  Compact, 

because  we  have  an  international  treaty  with  two 
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quest  ions? 

KB.  ZACHMAN:   No. 

MR.  TALIAFERRO:   No. 

MR.  CUSHING:   Mr.  Barry  Nelson. 

MR.  NELSON:   My  name  is  Barry 
Nelson,  address  is  Post  Office  Box  288,  Monte  Vista, 
Colorado,  61144,  Superintendent  for  the  Rio  Grande 
Canal  Water  Users  Association,  which  is  the  largest 
irrigation  ditch  system  in  the  Valley  and  the  Santa 
Maria  Reservoir  which  has  the  combined  most  amount 
of  agriculture  water  used  in  the  valley.   I'm  here 


representing  both  of  those  companies.   We  are 

adamantly  opposed  to  a  wild  scenic  designation  on 

the  Rio  Grande  River  in  Colorado. 

Many  of  the  reasons  for  this  were 

just  stated  by  Bill  Kopfman.   As  he  pointed  out, 

there  is  no  extra  available  water.   The  Rio  Grande 

River  is  over  appropriated  in  Colorado.   When  the 

Rio  Grande  Compact  was  made  it  put  an  additional 

strain  on  the  river,  making  it  even  more 

over-appropriated,  and  at  that  time  they  realized 

there  was  a  shortage  of  water,  and  in  the  plan  for 

the  Rio  Grande  Compact  determining  the  amount  of 

water  Colorado  has  to  let  go  through  to  New  Mexico, 

they  assumed  that  the  close  basin  drain  project 
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would  soon  be  in  operation. 

They  also  assumed  that  the 
Kagonwheel  Gap  Oam  and  Reservoir  were  going  to  be 
built  and  in  operation.   Both  of  those  projects 
would  have  helped  supply  water  to  an  over 
appropriated  system. 

The  Wagonwheel  Gap  Dam  and 
Reservoir  has  never  been  built,  as  you  know,  and 
probably  won't  be,  and  it  has  just  been  in  the 
recent  years  that  the  close  basin  drain  project  has 
been  in  progress  of  being  built,  and  still  very 
short  on  water. 

We  all  know  that  any  wild  and 
scenic  river  designation  will  include  minimum  stream 
flows,  and  as  Mr.  Kopfman  pointed  out,  the  minimum 
streams  flows  are  going  to  coce  out  of  some  water 
users  hide  because  the  water  is  not  available  from 
any  other  source,  which  will  severely  hurt  the 
economy  of  the  entire  valley. 

Another  thing  we  are  concerned 
with,  if  you  want  to  look  at  the  map,  get  into 
Federal  Reserve  Water  Rights,  which  is  the  subject 
in  the  courts  now,  for  example,  the  National  Forest 
to  obtain  Federal  reserve  water  rights  on  the  Rio 
Grande  River  and  the  amount  of  —  in  the  arount  of  a 
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being  blown  away  by  the  winds,  so  that  water  is 
essentially  being  unused.   1:  seens  to  re  like  there 
is  some  real  problem  there  somewhere. 

MR.  CUSHING:   Any  questions  now? 

MR.  ZACHMAN:   No. 

MR.  TALIAFERRO:   No. 

MR.  CUSHING:  Next  on  our  list  is 

8  Melvin  Getz. 

9  MR.  GETZ:   I'm  Melvin  Getz,  address 

10  is  4676  East  Road  3,  South,  Monte  vista.   I'm  here 

11  reprsenting  the  Commonwealth  Irrigation  Company, 

12  which  is  the  company  that  operates  the  Empire  Canal, 

13  takes  water  out  of  the  Rio  Grande  below  Monte  Vista, 

14  runs  on  a  southerly  course  all  the  way  down  to 

15  Sanford;  also  has  rights  in  the  Alamosa  River  and 

16  Lajara  Creek. 

17  I  am  here  to  talk  against  the 
mc  <   designation  of  the  wild  and  scenic  river  in  the 

19  lower  end  of  the  Rio  Grande  in  Colorado. 

20  Some  of  the  points  that  I  have  to 

21  make  have  already  been  made  by  Mr.  Kopfman  and  Barry 

22  Nelson.   I  think  they  are  important  enough  to, 

23  maybe,  re-emphasize  some  of  these  points. 

24  I  think,  as  most  of  you  know, 

25  Valley  Water  Users  have  been  laboring  against  or 
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laboring  with  the  Rio  Grande  Compact  for  a  number  of 
years,  trying  to  do  everything  possible  to  minimize 
the  effect  of  that  compact  on  the  economy  of  the 
valley.  It's  been  a  real  struggle. 

I  think  over  the  years,  every  year 
we  gain  a  little  bit  more  knowledge  about  how  to 
manage  our  water  here  in  the  Valley  by  doing 
different  things  to  help  us  meet  that  number  one 
priority,  the  river,  which,  in  effect,  is  what  the 
compact  is. 

It's  the  number  one  priority  of  the 
river,  and  it's  a  Federal  compact  and  we  must  meet 
it.   We  all  know  that,  nobody  argues  with  that.   We 
got  to  find  ways  to  live  with  it. 

Gradually,  as  we  gain  more 
experience  as  we  have  been  able  to  get  the  water 
users  in  the  valley  to  work  together,  to  cooperate 
instead  of  fight,  we  have  been  able  to  maintain  a 
very  good  relationship  with  our  Division  Engineer. 
we  feel  he  is  doing  a  great  job  in  helping  us  to 
work  out  measures  which  will  allow  us  to  meet  that 
delivery  and  help  minimize  the  economic  impact  of 
it. 

This  wild  and  scenic  river 

designation,  in  effect,  may  create  a  Federal 
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regulatory  power  over  the  river;  you  right  say  a 
senior  water  right.   It  will  allow  the  Federal 
Government  to  maintain  quality  and  quantity  stream 
flows,  and  this  will  have  a  drastic  effect  on  our 
economy  in  the  valley. 

I  think  in  addition  to  the  things 
that  Bill  Kopfman  and  Barry  have  already  stated, 
about  there  is  no  water  available  to  maintain  a 
minimum  stream  flow  without  hurting  somebody  else, 
there  are  some  other  factors  involved  that  I  would 
like  to  point  out: 

Once  this  Federal  water  right  is 
established  all  future  water  changes  or  litigation, 
court  actions,  and  so  forth,  dealing  with  water,  the 
Federal  Government  automatical ly  becomes  a  party. 
They  have  an  interest  in  that.   There  is  these 
things  going  on  all  the  time.   We  need  to  do  these 
things  to  maximize  the  use  of  the  water  that  we  have 
and  still  meet  the  compact. 

The  type  of  things  I'm  talking 
about  are  plans  of  augmentation,  exchanges  of  water, 
changes  in  points  of  diversion,  appropriation 
exchanges  in  appropriations.   These  things  are 
occurring  all  the  time  in  our  courts. 

If  you  look  at  the  Water  Court 
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MR.  CUSH1NG:   Thank  you,  sir. 

MR.  ZACHMAN:   No  questions. 

MR.  TALIAFERRO:   No. 

MR.  CUSHING:   Judy  Armagast. 

MRS.  ARMAGAST:   I  don't  have 
another  copy  but  I  could  give  you  what  I  have.   I  am 
Judy  Armagast  of  Alamosa.   We  have  lived  in  the  San 
Luis  Valley  for  forty-two  years  and  have  always 
enjoyed,  along  with  our  children,  the  many  outdoor 
activities  available  in  our  huge  Valley  and  it's 
surrounding  hills  and  mountains. 

I  would  like  to  thank  the  BLM  for 
designating  eight  areas  of  critical  environmental 


concern  but  urge  the  additional  of  a  ninth  one, 
Elephant  Rocks  near  Del  Norte  to  protect  it's 
unusual  rock  formation,  it's  historical 
significance,  and  the  rare  plants  found  in  that 
area.   I  also  request  that  the  BLM  not  allow  any 
off-road  vehicle  use,  or  mineral  leasing  in  all  of 
the  ACEC's.   The  untouched  and  scenic 


characteristics  of  the  flat  top  Mesa  and  Pinion 
Hills  ACEC's  would  be  ruined  by  the  construction  of 
power  line.   I  urge  that  power  line  not  be  allowed 
in  those  areas.   I  also  recommended  that  the  BLM 


extend  the  wild  and  scenic  designation  of  the  Rio 
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Grande  River  an  additional  twelve  and  one-third 
miles  north  to  the  La  Sauces  Cemetery.   That  twelve 
miles  of  the  river  is  just  as  outstanding  as  that 
part  to  the  south  in  all  the  aspects  considered  in 
designating  wild  and  scenic  river  stretches. 

Yesterday  we  received  information 
from  the  Colorado  Chapter  of  the  Nature  Conservancey 
that  states,  and  this  is  quoted  :   "Rivers  occupy  a 
mere  point  two  percent  of  the  surface  area  in  the 
state,  yet  they  support  up  to  sixty  percent  of  our 
plant  and  wildlife  species."   I  think  that  is  an 
unusual  relationship,  and  this  is  one  of  the  main 
reasons  why  the  additional  twelve  point  three  niles 
of  the  Rio  Grande  should  be  designated  wild  and 
scenic.   Thank  you. 

MR.  CUSHING:   Any  questions?   Mr. 
Bob  Myers. 

MR.  MVERS:   I'm  Bob  Myers,  and  I  am 
President  of  the  San  Luis  Valley  Cattlemen's 
Association,  and  I  my  main  concern  is  with  the  wild 
and  scenic  river,  and  we  are  very  definitely  opposed 
to  this  designation  for  the  many  reasons  that  have 


already  been  stated,  because  of  the  concern  over  our 
water. 

So,  as  far  as  the  San  Luis  Valley 
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Cattlemer.s  Association  is  concerned,  we  are  --  ve 
will  not  support  the  wild  and  scer.ic  river 
designation . 

As  far  as  conservationist,  ope 
thing  I'm  concerned  about,  I  don't  believe  there  is 
anybody  around  that  is  anybody  better  qualified  than 
the  ranchers  and  farmers  of  the  San  Luis  Valley  as 
far  as  conservation  is  concerned.   After  all,  that 
is  our  livelihood,  and  if  we  don't  take  care  of  the 
areas  and  the  land  we  are  out  of  business,  so  these 
are  some  of  the  concerns  that  we  have  with  some  of 
the  programs,  and  I  think  one  thing  is  in  a  lot  of 
areas  we  put  a  little  too  much  emphasis  on 
recreation  and  not  nearly  enough  on  what  it  takes  to 
maintain  our  land  in  good  and  workable  condition. 
Thank  you. 

MR.  CUSHING:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Myers. 

Any  questions? 

MR.  ZACHMAN:   No. 

MR.  TALIAFERRO:   No. 

MR.  CUSHING:   Charles  Stillings. 

MR.  STILLINGS:   I  am  Charles 

Stillings  of  3671  South  County  Road  105,  Alamosa. 

I'm  speaking  against  the  proposed  designation  of  a 

wild  and  scenic  river  from  the  New  Mexico  border 
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northward  because  :  have  s*en,  especially  that 
private  land  in  the  San  Luis  Valley  has  been  the 
most  efficient  means  of  improving  the  environment  as 
far  as  greenry  and  as  far  as  wildlife  population  is 
concerned  here  in  the  San  Luis  valley. 

Private  land  especially  is 
supporting  an  ever  increasing  amount  of  wildlife. 
It  is  a  private  ranch  on  the  Rio  Grande  river  that 
has  --  I  believe  this  is  still  true  although  no 
wildlife  biologist  in  the  last  five  years  to  proof 
this  --  it  appears  to  be  the  largest  roosting  area 
for  bald  eagles  in  the  State  of  Colorado.   This  is 
on  private  lands  and  these  eagles  were  not  here 
fifteen  years  ago. 

The  deer  are  thicker  in  population 
along  the  Rio  Grande  River  per  square  mile  than 
anywhere  else  in  the  San  Luis  Valley.   The  ducks 
feed  upon  the  open  piles  of  barley  that  are  piled  at 
elevators  or  private  farms  around  the  San  Luis 
valley.   Far  »or«  is  eaten  by  ducks  and  supported  -- 
wild  life  supported  in  this  way  than  is  ever  blown 

away. 

Therefore,  I  feel  that  private 

means  should  be  encouraged  to  improve  our 

environment  in  these  ways  and  means  should  be  made 
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better  available  for  the  public  access  to  private 
land  with  remuneration,  probably,  because  of  the 
expenses  involved  of  supporting  this  wildlife  than 
to  see  an  expensive  government  bureauracracy  put  in 
a  thing  which  currently  supports  little  else  besides 
rattlesnakes. 

A  second  point  is  that  western 
water  is  essentially  a  property  right.   I'm  not  sure 
hov  much  the  Federal  Government,  in  their 
organization,  understands  this,  because  most  of  the 
government  employees  naturally  are  from  the  east,  as 
is  most  of  the  United  States  population. 

Therefore,  not  only  is  there  an 
over-appropriation  of  water  but  it's  not  the 
government's  to  have,  and  there  has  been  little 
success  in  seeing  this  adequately  transferred  in 
examples  that  I  have  seen  in  my  short  lifetime. 

Any  projects  currently  under  way  to 
augment  this  situation  of  over-appropriation  merely 
augments  the  lack  of  water.   They  do  very  little  to 
alleviate  the  water  shortage. 

The  San  Luis  Valley  holds  a 
relatively  unique  place  in  American  agriculture  and 


H8-2 


I'm  addressing  this  because  I  think  we  haven't 

addressed  here  today  the  economic  significance  cf 
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what  taking  mere  of  the  water  away  from  San  Luis 
water  agriculture  will  do. 

I  think  that  if  our  agriculture 
that's  based  here  in  the  San  Luis  Valley,  it  would 
be  felt  nationwide  because  we  provide  very 

6  significant  things  that  are  difficult  to  obtain 

7  anywhere  else  for  agriculture  nationwide. 

8  We  have  been  an  excellent  seed 

9  potato  production  area.   For  a  while  California 

10  depended  in  a  large  part  on  the  San  Luis  Valley  for 

11  seed  potatoes  there,  because  of  our  altitude  and  our 

12  dry  climate.   Unique  things  to  us,  being  the  highest 

13  agricultural  Alpine  Valley  in  the  worlds.   The 

14  bacteria,  insects  and  fungopests  doesn't  survive 

15  here  as  well,  and  we  can  raise  a  pure  product.   This 

16  extends  to  nationwide  companies  which  depend,  in 

17  large  part,  for  their  raw  materials,  such  as  Coors 

18  for  their  products. 

U  Therefore,  I  think  that  things 

20  that  damage  our  agriculture  damages  the  entire 

21  nation's  food  supply,  and  I  would  second  Abe's 

22  comments  at  the  beginning,  our  world  environment  has 

23  a  tendency  to  be  vulnerable  to  not  producing  enough 

24  for  the  world  population,  and  I  don't  know  how  far 

25  we  can  extend  this,  as  far  as  world  hunger  is 

ROGER  H.  JOHNSON,  C.S.R. 
3016  3rd  Ave.,  Pueblo,  Co  E100E  (719)  544-e524 


2 

3 

< 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 
10 
11 

H9-1 

13 

14 

15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 

J  H9-2 
|H9-3 


(Hearing  on  11-2-89  at  Alarosa.  Co.)  , 

things . 

I  have  spent  a  trerer.dous  aneur.t  of 
time  in  that  canyon,  and  while  it  is  a  beautiful 
place,  I'm  concerned  and  have  a  number  of  questions 
about  this  designation  that  I  don't  thin*  have  been 
addressed.   1  haven't  spent  a  great  deal  of  time  in 
the  publication  by  the  BLM  but  1  missed  the  first 
part  of  the  meeting  and  I  apologize,  I  don't  know  if 
there  was  a  presentation  at  the  first  part  of  this. 
I  don't  think  anywhere  in  here,  at 
least  that  I  have  seen,  is  there  a  discussion  or  -- 
any  kind  of  recommendation  or  conclusion  as  to  what 
wild  and  scenic  in  any  form,  whether  it's  wild  or 
scenic  or  recreational  will  Dean  to  the  users  in  the 
San  Luis  Valley. 

1  don't  think,  or  I  haven't  seen 
whether  or  not  it  includes  stream  flows  cr  water 
quality  standards,  and  if  I  have  missed  it  I 
apologize,  but  I  do  think  that  part  of  the  anxiety 
and  the  comments  that  I  have  heard  here  today  are 
directly  related  to  what  is  the  effect  going  to  be 
on  the  water  rights  holders  in  the  San  Luis  Valley, 
what  is  the  effect  going  to  be  or  try  to  be  on  the 
Rio  Grande  Compact  as  it's  written.   What  are  the 


(Hearing  on  11-2-89  at  Alamosa,  Co.) 
close  basin  proje;t  and  it's  operation. 


water  quality  standards.   How  will  it  affects  the 
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Again,  I  apologize  if  I  missed  it, 
but  I  think  that  is  a  tremendous  amount  of  work  and 
discussion  needs  to  be  had  before  anything  is  done 
in  a  group  like  this,  except  much  more  extensive  to 
provide  the  users  in  this  are.  as  well  as  others, 
the  information  that  they  need  to  evaluate  what  this 
is  going  to  mean  and  how  it's  going  to  impact  them. 

If  there  are  water  quality 
standards,  if  there  are  a  flow  standards  or  minimum 
stream  flows,  or  whatever,  I  think  it  is  owed  to  the 
users,  especially,  water  right  owners,  as  well  as 
people  responsible  for  the  administration  of  those 
waters  rights  to  know  up  front  what  BLM  is 
suggesting. 

I  have  ridden  through  the  wild  and 
scenic,  through  the  scenic  area  over  on  the  Rio 
Grande  in  the  Taos  box,  it's  a  beautiful  place, 
looks  like  downtown  Denver,  16th  Street  Mall  when  I 
was  there.   It  was  the  farthest  things  from  the  wild 
and  scenic  river  as  far  as  the  number  of  people  that 
I  have  ever  seen. 

If  that's  what  we  are  suggesting 
for  the  box  in  Colorado,  then  I'm  greatly  opposed  to 
this. 

ROGER  H.  JOHNSON,  C.S.R. 
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quite  up  front  with  what  they  consider  and  what  the 
law  considers  the  wild  and  scenic  designation,  that 
may  include  users  sitting  in  this  room 

MR.  ZACHMAN:   You  want  more 
specific  wording  on  water  quality  and  stream  flows? 

HR.  VANDIVER:   Stream  flows  and 
what  the  BLM  is  going  to  do.   All  I  hear  is,  "where 
is  the  water?   why  aren't  you  turning  more  water 
out.   We  have  rafters  that  need  that  water."   And  I 
understand  that  because  that  is  what  business  they 
are  in  in  New  Mexico,  but  it  defies  the  imagination 
to  the  lack  of  understandsing  that  was  spoken  about 
earlier  about  the  existing  system  that  have  spoken 
for  that  water. 

I  guess  I  would  like  there  to  be 
quite  a  dialogue  before  anything  is  done  for,  number 
one,  the  BLM  to  fully  understand  it  and,  number  two. 


to  ••  if  they  are  going  to  pursue  this  to  work 
within  that  system  to  either  buy  water  rights,  or 
whatever,  if  they  are  expecting  some  kind  of  flow 
through  that  reach  of  the  river.   Thank  you. 

MR.  CUSHING:   Any  questions? 

MR.  ZACHMAN:   No. 

MR.  TALIAFERRO:   No. 

MR.  CUSHING:   Thank  you.   Elise 
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would  urge  the  BLM  not  only  tc  designate  the  river 
south  of  the  highway  and  to  the  New  Mexico  border  as 
wild  and  scenic  but  also  the  twelve  point  three 
miles  north  of  the  coin  road  that  crosses  in  that 
part  of  the  country,  as  Scenic  river,  to  La  Sances 
Cemetery. 

MR.  CUSHING:   Thank  you.   Any 
questions?   Margaret  Robertson. 

MS.  ROBERTSON:   I  work  with  Rio 
Grande  Realty  in  Monte  vista,  Colorado,  and  I  am 
speaking,  primarily,  for  myself,  although  the  people 
that  I  work  with,  I  think,  share  my  opinions. 

I  didn't  know  anything  about  this, 
I  know  a  number  of  other  people  were  not  aware  of  It 
either  until  two  nights  ago,  I  believe,  at  a  water 
district  meeting.   One  of  the  people  I  work  with 
happen  to  be  at  that  meeting  and  there  are  a  couple 


concerns  that  I  would  like  to  share.   Number  one,  I 

agree  with  the  other  people  whc  have  been  here  and 

virtually  all  the  reasoning  that  I  have  heard  that 

there  is  no  need  for  this  wild  and  scenic  river 

episode. 

I  do  farm  and  ranch  real  state.   I 

believe  in  property  rights  and  I  believe  I  think  it 

was  entirely  appropriate  that  Mr.  Stillings 
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opposition  to  the  ELM  acquiring  any  furtner  arounts 
of  land  within  the  San  Luis  Valley.   Thank  ycu. 

MR.  CUSH1NG:   Thank  you.   Any 
questions?   Next  is  Cliff  Hartman. 

MR.  HARTMAN:   I  an  Cliff  Hartman, 
85  El  Camino,  Alamosa  Colorado.   I  am  here  on  behalf 
of  the  San  Luis  Water  Conservancy  District.   Ke 
represent  quite  a  large  area  here  in  the  valley,  and 
due  to  the  fact  that  a  lot  of  our  work  has  to  do 
with  augmentation  I  think  we  become  very  conscious 
of  the  shortage  of  water  that  exists  in  the  San  Luis 
Valley. 

The  other  thing,  1  came  into  this 
public  hearing  completely  in  the  dark.   I  have  held 
a  lot  of  hearings  in  my  life  but  usually  the  people 


knew  what  was  going  on  when  they  got  there.   I  don't 

know  what  kind  of  water  demands  they  are  going  to 

make,  I  don't  know  what  is  expected  from  us,  but 

anything  that  teens  we  are  going  to  have  to  tie  up 

more  water  I  think  that  we  would  be  very  much 

opposed  it. 

And  certainly  I  didn't  have  any 

prepared  remarks  because  I  thought  another  gentleman 

was  going  to  speak  on  behalf  of  the  Conservancy 

District,  but  we  would  certainly  endorse  everything 
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(phonetical)  Reservoir  and  the  river,  riniroum  sirea' 
flows  ;n  certain  areas  that  tie  you  down  or  keep  you 
from  progressing  as  a  conservancy  district,  and  the 
good  of  the  people  of  that  particular  area,  using 
the  priority  system  in  Colorado. 

Every  time  that  you  need  to  go  to 
congress  or  any  matter  that  would  require  some 
cooperation  from  legislators  it  seems  like  there  is 
a  group  in  Colorado,  a  coalition  that  understands 
only  environment,  and  they  club  you  over  the  head, 
and  they  just  seem  to  take  advantage  of  their 
present  rosy  position  in  the  states,  and  I  don't 
know  that  anybody  is  any  better  environmentalist 
than  ranchers.   We  love  where  we  are  at  and  out  of 
doors  and  what  we  do  and  try  to  take  care  of  what  we 
are  using. 

But,  they  always  come  in  the  back 
door  and  say,  "Well,  if  you  want  to  do  this  or  want 
to  do  that  then  we  want  an  amount  of  feet  in  the 
river  or  so  much  storage,"  or  any  other  method  that 
would  take  from  the  people  of  their  personal  water 
"rights,  and,  therefore,  as  Conejos  representative,  I 
heartily  opposed  any  designation  of  wild  and  scenic 
on  the  lower  reach  of  the  Rio  Grand,  and  I  thank 
you. 


ROGER  H.  JOHNSON,  C.S.R. 
3016  3rd  Ave.,  Pueblo,  Co  81008  (719)  544-8524 


(Hearing  en  11-2-89  at  Alamosa,  Co.)  5 

there  has  been  an  official  st-dy  performed  yet  or 
not,  but  1  believe  that  was  the  discussion  that 
night.   Barry  brought  up  a  real  critical  issue  that 
I  would  like  to  bring  up  again,  and  maybe  go  into  a 
little  bit  more  in  depth. 

He  mentioned  the  issue  of  the 
wildlife  refuge.   There  is  one  conflict  that  I  see 

8  and  that's  the  conflict  of  interest  in  the  Federal 

9  Government. 
10 

11  The  close  basin  project  was 

12  authorized  by  the  U.S.  Congress  and  that 

13  authorization  was  very  specific  on  the  operation  of 

14  the  project  and  allocation  and  the  way  it  would  make 

15  its  delivery. 

16  If  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's 
effort  is  to,  in  any  way,  change  the  in-stream  flows 
of  the  Rio  Grande  by  the  wild  and  scenic  designation 
or  to  set  new  standards  on  the  water  quality  of  the 
Rio  Grande  on  lower  the  reaches,  it's  very  much  in 
conflict  with  what  Congress  has  already  done  with 
the  close  basin  project. 

23  That  project  does  not  only  deliver 

24  water  to  the  Rio  Grande  but  also  to  the  Blanca  wild 

25  life  refuge,  which  is  managed  by  the  BLM,  and  also 
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It  would  appear  to  me  if  there  is 
any  attempt  by  the  BLM  to,  in  there  designation  of 
wild  and  scenic  stretch  of  the  lower  Rio  Grande,  to 
regulate  in-stream  flows  or  water  quality,  that 
there  is  a  great  conflict,  and  I  think  the  issues 
need  to  be  discussed  further  between  the  government 
bodies. 

I  think  that  you,  the  BLM,  would  be 
remiss  in  proceeding  any  further  with  this 
designation  without  this.   Thank  you. 

MR.  CUSHING:   Thank  you,  Mr. 
Kopfman.   Any  questions?   Anyone  else? 

MR.  TEEM:  I  wasn't  going  to  speak 
but  I  have  to  do  this.  I'm  Robert  Teem,  7525  Route 
3  South,  Alamosa.  I  am  a  member  of  the  Rio  Grand  ( 
Water  Association,  board  member,  represent  Costilla, 


Ditch  Company,   San  Luis  valley  Canal  Company.   I 

won't  take  much  time  but  I  want  to  go  on  record  as 

opposing  the  wild  and  scenic  river  concept  in  the 

south  reaches  of  the  Rio  Grande  in  Colorado. 

I  did  want  to  take  exception  to  the 

first  statement  made  by  the  gentleman  who  said  he 

wanted  to  put  the  sand  hills  next  to  the  sand  dunes 

off  limits  to  the  an  ATV's.   I  am  over  sixty  years 
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o  1 1 .  and  getting  older,  and  have  an  AT'.'.  In  tact  By 
iacily  Has  four  of  the»,  we  ride  thee,  wi  don't  like 
to  be  denied  that  right. 

'    He  ride  thes  in  that  country  up 
there,  and  we  don't  tear  that  sand  up  that  bad,  and 
I'b  opposed  to  Baking  that  area  off  limits  to  ATV's, 
off  road  vehicles.   I  wanted  to  put  that  in.   I 


wanted  this  in  as  a  Batter  of  record.   Thank  you. 

MR.  CUSHING:   Anyone  else?   If  not. 
we  will  close  the  hearing. 

KB.  CUSHING:   Cose  on  up. 

MR.  JOKES:   My  nut  is  Dave  Jones, 
P.  0.  Box  1452,  Alasosa,  Colorado.   Speaking  as  a 
geologist,  but  By  own  personal  point  of  view.   1 
support  Mr.  Stewart  and  his  recognizing  the  fact 
that,  in  fact,  the  sand  dunes  are  a  very  unique 
geologic  resource  and  the  amount  of  burden  that  is 
put  on  people  not  being  able  to  drive  in  that 
particular  area,  which  is  a  hell  of  e  lot  Bore 


unique  than  a  lot  of  people  seas  to  realize,  I 

recommend  that  it  do  be  protected  froo  off  road 

vehicle  use. 

There  are  plenty  of  other  places  in 

the  Valley  to  use  recreational  vehicles  without  any 

restrictions  and  nothing  the  going  to  be  lost. 
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District. 

I  have  three  comment  areas  that  I 
would  like  to  address.   The  first  one  relates  to  the 
wetland  development  issues:  the  next  one  relates  to 
the  suggestion  of  studies  for  additional  minimum 
[trial  flows  and  water  quality  data  in  the  lower 
river;  end  the  third  one  relates  to  the  wild  and 
scenic  river  designation. 

With  regard  to  the  wetland  issue, 
there  ere  three  tracts  of  BLK  property  that  are 
addressed  in  the  study  that  are  of  concern  to  my 
client.   The  Blanca  habitat  area,  the  enperius, 
e-m-p-e-r-i-u-s ,  tract,  and  the  dry  lakes.   These 
are  addressed  at  2-22   in  the  draft. 

There  is  a  suggestion  in  the  report 
that  an  additional  eighteen  hundred  and  five  acres 
of  new  wetlands  would  be  developed  in  these  areas, 
or  should  be  developed  in  these  areas.  I  want  the 
record  to  be  clear,  and  I  believe  that  BLM  should 
address  the  sources  of  water  that  are  proposed  for 
the  development  of  those  wetlands. 

The  Rio  Grande  drainage  is  a  highly 

over  appropriate.   The  aquifer  systec  underlying  the 

Rio  Grande,  as  you  recognize  at  the  beginning  of 

your  report,  are  interconnected  and  affect  the  flow 

ROGER  B.  JOHNSON,  C.S.R. 
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of  streams  and  rivers  when  utilized.   The  Blanca 
habitat  area  currently  has  in  excess  of  a  thousand 
acres  of  wetlands  which  have  been  recreated  through 
the  use  of  wells  drilled  through  the  confined 
aquifers. 

Those  wells,  along  with  the 
farmers'  wells,  have  an  impact  on  the  hydrologic 
regise  in  the  valley  and  for  the  past  fifteen  or 
twenty  years  no  further  well  permits  have  been 
allowed  in  the  basin  for  private  entities. 

At  the  present  tine  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management,  as  all  Federal  agencies  had,  have 
been  joined  by  the  State  of  Colorado  under  the 
McCaren  amendment  and  have  been  obligated  regarding 
water  rights  through  State  water  right  procedures. 
It  is  necessary  for  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Managenent  in  this  section,  in  order  for  it  to 
be  complete  and  accurate  to  address  the  Banner  in 
which  the  water  will  be  obtained  for  the  development 
of  those  wetlands. 

Let  Be  be  clear  for  the  report.   I 
an  not  here  saying  that  there  is  opposition  to 
wetlands  or  the  developnent  of  new  wetlands  or  the 
naintenance  of  wet  lands.   The  district  that  I 
represent  is  very  interested  in  preserving  the 
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wetland  environnent  in  the  Valley  and  are  involved 
in  ■  very  extensive  piece  of  litigation  with  other 
water  developers  seeking  to  protect  that  wetland 


environnent,  but  there  needs  to  be  a  recognition  in 
the  record  that  there  will  have  to  be  augnentation 
of  the  stress  system  of  other  wetlands  environnent 
on  these  three  tracks  if  they  are  to  be  developed  at 
the  level  you  are  talking  about  because  there  isn't 
any  water  out  there.   It  has  to  come  from  somewhere, 
and  when  you  take  more  water  from  the  system  you  are 
going  to  hurt  someone  and  you  need  the  plan  for 
augnentation,  and  I  would  like  to  see  that 
addressed. 

with  regard  to  the  second  point 
that  I  addressed,  there  is  a  substantial  anount  of 
water  quality  data  available  for  the  Rio  Grande 
river  below  Alanosa  at  several  stations,  data 
gathered  at,  I  think,  several  station  by  the  USGS, 
and  other  stations  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclanation,  so 
insofar  as  water  quality  in  the  Rio  Grande,  there  is 
ample  infornation  and  there  is  nore  developed  all 
the  tine. 

In  ny  judgment,  for  the  Bureau  of 

Land  management  to  be  seeking  affirmatively  to  • 

acquire,  or  require  minimum  strean  flows  in  that 
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region  is  inappropriate .   The  ir.inimur  stream  flow- 
program  in  the  State  of  Colorado  is  operated  by  the 
Colorado  Hater  Conservation  Board.   There  are 
statutory  and  regulatory  limits  on  how  minimum  (lows 
are  to  be  obtained  and  protected. 

1  want  to  emphasize  (or  the  record 
that  there  are  no,  what  I'm  going  to  call,  natural 
(lows  occurring  in  the  reach  o(  the  Rio  Crande  below 
Alamosa  during  most  of  the  year.   That  water  you  see 
in  the  river  is  almost  exclusively  return  (low  from 
irrigation  practices  along  the  river  coming  back 
through  the  stream  system  and  off  of  the  adjacent 
property. 

The  primary  source  would  be 
watering  of  the  Rio  Grande  river,  and  below  the 
river  is  the  Alamosa  National  wild  Life.   They 
operate  the  Senior  Chicago  ditch  whenever  the  river 
(low  is  low  enough,  and  when  there  is  extra  water  in 
the  stream  other  rights  takes  what's  led,  so 
insofar  as  there  is  a  need  (or  in-stream  (lows,  or  a 
desire  to  keep  water  in  the  Rio  Crande. 

You  need  to  address  within  your 

document  how  you  intend  to  interface  with  your 

fellow  agency,  the  Department  of  Interior,  that 

controls  the  source  of  water  coming  through  Alamosa 
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into  the  rest  of  tne  river  reach. 

You  need  to  be  sure  that  you 
there  isn't  an  implication  in  your  report  that  you 
are  going  to  use  other  mechanisms  to  obtain  the 
water  from  other  agencies  of  the  Government  or  the 
local  citizenry. 

There  is  a  suggestion  that  both  the 
Rio  Grande  and  Conejos  are  grossly  over-appropriated 
and  only  water  that  goes  out  of  Colorado  is  water 
which  is  delivered  to  the  downstream  states  by  the 
Rio  Grande  Compact,  and  water  users  would  be  very 
sensitive  to  any  suggestion  that  their  rights  be 
changed  or  in  other  ways  affected  in  order  to 
preserve  those  (lows. 

Finally,  there  is  a  suggestion  in 
your  draft  that  the  Close  Basin  Project  could  be 
operated  to  provide  the  miniumum  stream  (lows.   That 
water  is  owned  by  the  Rio  Grande  Water  Conservation 
District  and  the  use  of  the  water  can  only  be 
obtained  through  the  agreement  and  cooperation  with 
that  district. 

I  believe  that  the  draft  should  be 

amended  to  reflect  those  (acts.   It  would  be 

inappropriate  to  suggest  that  one  of  the  purposes  of 

the  Close  Basin  Project  is  currently  or  can  be  at 
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the  present  tine  the  maintenance  of  in-strear.  flows 
in  the  reach  below  the  project  outflow. 

One  of  the  other  beneficiaries  of 
the  project,  incidentally,  is  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  at  the  Blanca  habitat  area  in  the  Alamosa 
National  wildlife,  water  is  also  delivered  there. 

Finally,  it  is  the  position  of  the 
Rio  Grande  Water  Conservation  District  that  the 
concept  o(  a  wild  and  acenic  designation  (or  the 
last  eight  point  eight  miles  of  the  Rio  Grande  is 
inappropriate  at  this  time  and  would  be  opposed  by 
that  organization  and  people  that  it  represents,  and 
believe  the  statements  concerning  (lows  and  quality 
at  E4  in  the  draft  to  be  overly  broad  and  does  not 
appear  to  be  supported  by  any  technical  data. 

In  (act,  it  appears  to  be 
inconsistent  with  the  statement  earlier  in  the  body 
of  the  report  where  it's  suggested  that  additional 
study  concerning  quality  and  quantities  o(  the  water 
within  that  reach  is  required.   A  (ull  (i(ty 
percent,  as  the  report  recognizes,  o(  the  reach  is 
in  private  hands. 

In  addition,  the  study  draft,  and 

particularly  attachment  E  to  the  draft,  do  not 

identify  how  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  proposes 
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to  deal  with  the  potential  for  upstream  impact 
caused  by  the  designation  of  that  eight  point  eight 
miles  as  a  wild  river. 

It  is  absolutely  critical  to  the 
citizens  of  this  Valley  that  the  Bureau  set  forth 
what  its  proposal  would  be  for  managing  the  wild  and 
scenic  river  corridor,  if  one  were  established. 

Again,  let  me  say  that  I  am  not 
here  to  say  that  you  cannot  and  should  not  have 
Intensive  management  of  the  Colorado  portion  o(  the 
Rio  Grande  box,  nor  am  I  hear  to  say  that  the  people 
that  I  represent  don't  want  to  see  that  segment  of 
the  river  protected,  but  they  are  very  cognizant  o( 


the  raconian  effect  of  the  wild  and  scenic  river  on 

upstream  water  rights,  both  as  to  quality  and 

quantity  if  the  wild  designation  is  put  in  place  by 

the  Congress  without  terms  or  conditions. 

The  people  I  represent  are  also 

aware  that  in  other  parts  of  the  country  where 

downstream  segments,  and  by  that  I  mean  wild  and 

scenic  river  designations  below  pre-existing 

man-caused  alterations  of  the  hydrovolic 

(phonetical)  regime  exist,  Congress  has  been  able  to 

provide  terms  and  conditions  to  a  designation  which 

protect  the  existing  economy,  protect  the  towns, 

ROGER  H.  JOHNSON,  C.S.R. 
3016  3rd  Ave.,  Pueblo,  Co  81008  (719)  544-8524 


1 

2 
3 
< 

5 
6 

7 

H18-12 

9 

10 
11 
12 

H18-13 

14 
15 
16 
17 
16 
19 
20 
I'l 


(Hearing  on  11-2-89  at  Alamosa,  Co.)  t 

conrunities,  farms,  industries  agains;  the  use  of 
the  wild  and  scenic  river  designation  to  influence 
how  water  use  occurs. 

I  would  like  like  to  set  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  address  that,  at  least  talk  about 
it.   Your  draft,  because  the  draft  as  it  exists, 


this  is  one  area  where,  in  my  judgment,  you  haven't 

gone  through  the  analytical  process  that  you  need  to 

to  tell  people  of  the  San  Luis  Valley  what  the  real 

impact  of  the  wild  designations  are. 

You  haven't  talked  to  them  about  what 

the  effects  would  be  on  sewage  treatment  of  the 

communities,  whether  or  not  there  is  a  potential 

that  the  communties  would  be  charged  to  upgrade  the 

quality  of  the  existing  sewage  treatment  to  benefit 

the  quality  of  that  reach. 

I'm  not  saying  that's  bad  but 

saying  you  need  to  tell  them  about  it  so  they 

understand.   You  have  need  to  explain  to  them 

whether  or  not  BLM  would  propose  or  the  wild  and 

scenic  statutes  would  permit  the  BLN  to  insist  upon 

changes  in  the  hydrologic  stream.   Only  after  you 

have  done  that  are  they  in  a  position  to  actually 

comprehend  your  recommendation  that  the  last  eight 

miles  be  designated  as  a  wild  stream. 
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Tne  first  cne  r.as  to  a:  utr.  tr.e 
changed  area  or.  the  side  of  Mour.tain  Blanca.   These 
have  bean  in  existence  for  quite  a  while.   The  area 
to  the  north  seems  to  becoming,  back  quite  rapidly 
and  to  south  the  area,  well,  it's  still  about  the 
way  it  was  several  years  ago. 

I,  honestly,  believe  from  a 
standpoint  of  having  done  studies  in  the  area,  that 
it  would  be  a  waste  of  time  and  waste  of  money  to 
try  to  go  up  and  scalp  those  edges  to  make  it  blend 

in. 

I  think  given  enough  time,  another 
twenty  years  or  so,  I  think  these  things  are  not 
going  to  be  as  obvious  as  they  are  now.   In  fact 
they  are  becoming  less  so  as  time  goes  on. 

Second  one  has  to  do  with  Sand 
Castle  area.   I  realize  other  people  are  going  to  be 
speaking  about  this.   This  is  the  area  to  the  west 
of  the  Dunes  proposed  for  all  terrain  vehicle, 
off-the-road  vehicle  recreational  area. 

I'm  opposed  to  this  for  several 

reasons.   The  area  is  a  fairly  fragile  and  sensitive 

area  and  I'm  afraid  that  ever  with  moderate  traffic 

out  there  of  all  terrain  vehicles  we  are  going  to 

see  irreparable  damage  done  to  that  area  from  the 
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stand  point  of  plar.t  ecology.   This  as  a  delicate 
area  and  I'm  concerned  about  that. 

Recently  --  it  has  been  a  while 
since  I  have  been  there,  six  or  eight  months  since 
last  spring  —  there  were  elk  and  deer  in  that 
particular  area,  which  came  as  kind  of  a  surprise  to 
me.   You  get  the  all  terrain  vehicles  out  there  I'm 
afraid  they  are  going  to  be  begin  to  harass  the 
animals,  and  this  has  been  a  problem  in  other  areas. 

Another  thing  I  probably  should 
refer  to  Doctor  Sanford,  but  I  am  going  to  mention 


it,  at  least,  is  the  possibility  of  a  reasonably 
large  number  of  early-man  sights  in  that  area,  and 
any  kind  of  surface  vehicles  in  that  area,  I  feel, 
would  tend  to  damage  these  or  perhaps  lead  to  more 
serious  artifact  hunting,  and  I'm  quite  concerned 
about  that.   These  are  my  concerns.   Thank  you. 

MR.  CUSHING:   Thank  you,  sir. 

MR.  TALIAFERRO:  I  have  a  question. 
Do  you  feel  it  reasonable  that  the  entire  area  needs 
to  be  closed  off  for  vehicles  or  do  you  believe  that 
the  best  of  worlds,  both  worlds,  can  be  involved? 

MR.  DIXON:   I  don't  believe  so. 

One  of  the  serious  problems  that  could  result  from 

this,  or  potentially  problem,  is  the  fact  that  these 
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all  terrain  vericles  would  have  access  to  the  Great 
Sand  Dunes,  and  there  is  no  way  you  can  keep  a  fence 
out  there. 

Right  now  you  can  see  where  fences 
have  been  covered.   In  fact  one  area  last  spring  you 
can  see  three  fences  on  top  of  each  other  where  they 
tried  to  build  a  fence  and  the  sands  came,  then 
build  another  one  and  sand  went  out. 

I  don't  think  there  is  any  way  to 
keep  those  people  out  of  there.   That  is  a 


wilderness  area.   I  think  the  whole  area  should  be 
closed,  because  it  is  a  very  sensitive  ecological 
area. 

MR.  TALIAFERRO:   Okay. 

MR.  CUSHING:   Thank  you.  Any 
questions?   Mr.  Sanford. 

MR.  SANDFORD:   My  name  is  Dennis 
Sanford.   I'm  Curator  of  North  American  Archeology 
for  the  Smithsonian  Institute,  and  I  came  tonight 
without  a  prepared  statement.   Primarily,  I  wanted 
to  see  how  these  transaction  were  going  to  function. 

What  I  would  like  to  say,  and 
particularly  second  what  Doctor  Dixon  has  said,  that 


H20-1 


I  think  that  any  utilization  of  the  Sand  Castle  area 
for  all  terrain  vehicles  would  be  extremely 
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dil itorious ,  not  only  to  archeology  but  to  the 

ecology  as  well.   It's  an  extremely  fragile  area. 

Also  it  is  an  area  that  has,  for 

the  last  eleven  to  twelve  thousand  years  was  under 

the  occupation  by  Palo  Indians  up  to  modern  Indians 

in  this  area. 

Primarily  the  ATVs  that  go  out 

there  now  are,  in  fact,  out  there  for  the  sole 

purpose  of  artifact  collecting,  and  1  think  that 

something  should  be  done  to  control  this  wholesale 

damage,  and  believe  me,  it  has  been  wholesale  damage 

to  the  prehistoric  record  of  the  Valley,  and  let 

alone  open  it  up  for  general  use  by  ATV  people  who 

would  then  come  in  from  all  over  wherever  and  would 

increase  the  volume  of  that  traffic  out  there,  1 

think,  tremendously. 

I  think  if  you  go  to  some  of  the 

areas  that  have  been  opened  up  for  ATV  use  you  will 

see  exactly  what  kind  of  damage  that  can  result  from 

these  ATV  vehicles. 

I  think  what  the  BLM  ought  to  look 

for,  if  they  intend  to  pursue  this  sort  of  land 

management  policy,  is  they  better  have  an  extremely 

large  purse,  because  it's  going  to  take  literally 

millions  of  dollars  to  mitigate  the  archeological 
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KR.  KENNEMER:   I  got  litre  a     little 
late.   I  found  out  about  this  meeting  through  the 
Colorado  Environment  Coalition,  who  I'm  currently 
working  for  over  in  LaVeta,  where  I  reside,  and 
working  on  the  wilderness  bill  sponsored  by  Tim 
wirth,  and  I  have  been  busy  and  got  off  work  and 
went  over  and  fed  the  kids  and  dashed  over. 

Basically,  I  wanted  to  say  that  I'm 
pretty  new  to  this  part  of  Colorado,  but  I  have  been 
managing  to  get  over  here  to  the  San  Luis  Valley  and 
enjoy  the  Sand  Ounes  and  experiencing  sone  of  the 
wild  lands  here. 

What  I  found  is  that  so  much  of  the 
wild  lands  have  been  disturbed  by  all  terrain 
vehicles,  by  the  wholesale  looting  of  the 
archeological  sites  in  the  development  of  the  wild 
lands  that  are  in  this  part  of  the  State  and  this 
part  of  the  country,  and  it  bothers  oe  because  it 
seems  that  it's  becoming  more  and  more  the  exception 
that  we  have  lands  set  aside  tor  educational  and 
archeological  study,  more  and  more  the  lands  that 
are  set  aside  for  just  wilderness,  for  vildness 
habitat,  the  type  of  recreation,  low  impact, 
horseback  riding,  foot  travel,  all  that  is  too  rare. 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  BLM  to  not 
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allow  any  further  grazing  or  expansion  of  grazing  on 
BLK  lands  in  this  study  area  that  we  are  discussing 
tonight.   I  would  like  to  ask  the  BLK  to  avoid  any 
power  line  development  through  these  areas,  as  it 
would  disrupt,  not  only  the  scenic  quality,  but  also 
could  have  an  effect  on  wildlife. 

I  guess  the  part  that  really 
concerns  me  is  the  Rio  Grande  River.   I'm  on  the 
Library  Board  of  Directors  at  LaVeta,  and  missed  a 
meeting,  and  --  but  a  lot  of  the  people  there  are 
fond  of  the  Rio  Grande  area,  and  particularly  our 
librarian  said,  "you  can  miss  the  meeting  tonight 
because  that  area  is  in  dire  need  of  protection. 
Get  over  there  and  tell  the  people  not  only  to 


H21-3 


16 
17 
18 
19 


24 

25 


protect  the  eight  point  eight  miles,  but  extend  it 
up  to  at  least  another  twelve  to  fifteen  miles." 

I  guess  that,  in  general,  is  it, 
but  1  wanted  to  let  you  know  that  there  are  people 
on  the  other  side  of  the  peaks  concerned  about  this 
part  of  the  state  also. 

MR.   ZACHHAK:   One  question.   YOU 
said  the  area  you  are  serving  is  ACEC? 

KR.  KENNEMER:   Yes,  all  the 
wilderness  study  areas  in  the  ACEC. 

KR.  CUSHING:   Thank  you.   We  don't 
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have  anyone  else  signed  up  to  speak.   Is  there 
anyone  else  that  would  like  to  make  a  statement.   If 
not,  why  don't  we  take  about  a  fifteen  minute  recess 
here  and  see  if  anyone  else  shows  up. 

(Fifteen  minute  recess  taken.) 

MR.  CUSHING:   Well,  let's  take  our 
seats  again.   we  will  reconvene  the  hearing.   I 
just  want  to  remind  everybody  that  this  is  a  formal 
hearing  and  that  the  verbatim  transcript  is  being 
taken.   When  you  cose  up  to  give  your  testimony 
please  state  your  name  and  address  to  the  recorder 
and  when  you  are  done  wait  just  a  second.   The 
folks  here  at  the  panel  may  want  to  ask  you  some 
clarifying  questions. 

MR.  RICHMOND:   I  am  Don  Richmond. 
I  have  a  very  brief  statement.   I  just  was  informed 
of  this  meeting  today  and  do  not  --  have  not  had 


time  to  study  a  whole  lot  about  it.   I  would  like 
to  say  that  I  would  be  very  much  in  favor  of  as  much 
of  the  Rio  Grande  being  set  aside  in  some  way  as  a 
wild  and  scenic  river  or  --  I'm  not  sure  of  all  the 


possibilities  or  the  --  what  the  options  are  there, 

but  I'm  quite  familiar  with  that  little  section  from 

about  Sanford  south  through  Las  Sauces  and  through 

that  whole  little  section  of  BLK  land  dovn  there.   A 
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I  would  2  ;  k  e  u  c  r  r  r  e  n  d  the  PI*  cr. 
their  identification  of  areas  of  critical 
env  1  ror.eentai  concern.   I  think  that  this  is  the  best 
job  I've  seen  yet  in  a  resource  canagexent  plan  as 
far  as  Identification  of  AC  EC a  .   A  a  I've  worked  very 
closely  with  Dave  and  other  sesbers  of  the  BX.K  staff 
on  helping  identify  areas,  we  were  just  very 
impressed  with  the  areas  that  were  identified. 

We.  however,  the  areas  that  are  being 


recommended  for  designation,  we  would  like  one  other 
area  included  In  that.   Elephant  Rocks  Area,  it  -- 
not  only  does  It  have  unique  rock  formation.  It's 
also  hose  to  a  nucber  of  plant  and  bird  species.   Has 
historic  significance  also.   we  feel  it  easily  set 


the  requirements  of  an  area  of  critical  environmental 
concern.   I  know  the  State  also  supports  a 
desi gnat  ion  of  that  as  an  area  of  critical 
environmental  concern.   We  support  their 
recommendations  . 

With  the  lands  or  with  the  potential 
increase  of  livestock  numbers  outlined  in  the  plan.  I 
29    guess  using  intensive  grazing  management  techniques. 

24  things  of  that  nature,  we  would  like  to  see  •  greater 

25  proportion  of  that  go  to  wildlife  Instead  of 
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livestock;  tM;  auks  t.-.«t  art  generated  --  additional 
A'JMs  tr.it  do  occur  there,  we  woulc  1  :  Is  e  to  see  tr.at 
the  van  majority  of  those  go  to  wildlife,  and  start 
gearing  up  the.  core  of  the  forces  available  within 
the  resource  area  for  wildlife  rather  than  livestock. 

We're  opposed  to  the  plan  to  permit  a 
utility  corridor,  the  Taos  power  line  to  go  through 
the  Rio  Grande  corridor  through  the  Flat  Top  Mesa  and 
Plnon  Hills  Wilderness  Study  Area.   There  has  to  be  a 


better  route  for  public  lines.   I  know  the  Public 
Service  Cocpar.y  and  the  BLR  don't  want  to  go  back  and 
find  another  corridor.   We  think  it  would  Juet  be  the 
wise  thing  to  do.   These  are  the  lands  identified  in 
there.   The  corridor  is  going  through  some  of  the 
■oat  outstanding  lands  within  the  resource  erea. 
It's  abeurd  to  have  a  utility  corridor  proposed  for 
that  area. 

And  with  the  Rio  Grande  River 
designation,  we  were  happy  with  BLM's  recommends t ion 
of  B.B  miles  of  the  river  for  wild  and  scenic  river 
designation.   The  area  obviously  qualifies  for  that; 
has  some  of  the  most  incredible  raptor  populations  I 
have  had  the . experience  to  see. 

You  are  probably  going  to  have  some 
probleaa  with  water  loss  down  In  the  San  Luis 
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1  Valley.   With  that,  we  think  it  was  a  gutsy  decision. 

J  or.e  that  will  protect  the  resource  there.   Hopefully 

3  we  can  begin  working  with  some  of  the  water 

4  development  Interests  in  that  area  to  enaure  a  stream 

5  flow  in  that  area  and  work  for  designation. 

6  The  Coalition  Is  more  than  happy  to 

7  work  with  the  BLM  in  that,  however,  we  do  feel  that 
B  the  12.3  miles  from  Lobatos  Bridge  to  Lasauses 

9  Cemetery  also  has  outstanding  remarkable  values  which 

10  are  very  different  from  those  within  the  section 

11  being  recommended.   I  hsd  the  opportunity  this  summer 
13  to  canoe  that  stretch  of  river  from  Lasauses  Cemetery 

13  on  down  through  the  --  or.  down  to  what  is  the  Red 

14  Cart  takeout,  and  the  upper  stretch  has  some  very 

15  outstanding  characteristics.   The  Browning  Hills  area 

16  has  interesting  raptor  populations.   Also  it's  very 

17  different  from  the  Lava  Flow  Canyon  that  you  find 

18  below. 

19  In  addition,  one  of  the  concerns  that 

30  a  number  of  people  have  had  with  designating  the 

31  lower  stretch  for  wild  and  scenic  designation  is  that 
33  the  increased  recreational  use  may  affect  the  raptor 
33  population  In  that  area  because  it's  such  a  closed-ln 
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canyon.   I  think  by  adding  the  upper  stretch  from 
Lasauses  Cemetery  on  down  that  you  can  distribute 
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some  of  that  use  further  up  i-i  get  people  using  that 
rcre  fcr  recreation  a.-.d  protect  the  lewer  stretch  for 
wildlife.   And  we  would  recor.cend  that  you  do  that. 
I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  comment.   Thanks. 

HEARING  OFFICER  CUSHING:   Thank  you. 
Any  questions? 

MR.  2ACHMAN:   One  clarification  on 
your  acquisition.   You  may  want  to  refer  to  Map  2-16 
in  the  book  that  shows  the  land  tenure  opportunities 
for  acquisition.   On  page  3-31  it  does  outline  the 
criteria  for  --  on  what  would  be  given  priority  in 
terms  of  the  acquisition  progrsm.   so  you  Bight  want 
to  check  that. 

MR.  K0EPSEL:   Thanks. 

HEARING  OFFICER  CPSHING:   Thank  you. 
rirk.   Next  is  Dan  Thompson.   Is  it  Don? 

MR.  THOMPSON:   Don.   My  name  is  Don 
Thompson.   Address  is  1380  Lswrenee  Street.  Suite 
1050  In  Denver.  80204. 

I  want  to  thank  the  BLM  for  having 
this  hearing  in  Denver.   I  appreciate  the  opportunity 
to  speak  and  appreciate  the  convenience  of  not  having 
that  as  an  excuse  for  going  down  Into  the  San  Luis 
Valley. 

I  think  it's  very  appropriate  that  the 
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losers  if  that's  the  case.   The  losers  will  tie 
farmers  and  ranchers  that  depend  upon  the  water  for 
a  living. 

I  Bight  make  a  notation  here  that 
if  a  rancher  or  farmer  is  displaced  by  the  loss  of 
his  water,  then  that  will  in  turn  create  a  job 
opportunity  somewhere  else  besides  the  San  Luis 
Valley.   The  Valley  itself  is  not  a  very  good 
prospect  for  job  opportunities  and  any  time  that  a 
rancher  or  farmer  is  displaced,  they  usually  seek 
employment  elsewhere,  and  this  normally  means  the 
larger  cities. 

This  kind  of  thing  boomerangs  down 
the  line.   We  would  like  to  see  the  status  quo  left 
as  is.   I  believe  that  the  wild  and  scenic 
designation  is  great  for  some  areas,  but  for  the 
lower  Rio  Grande  as  the  area  you  are  discussing,  we 


feel  very  strongly  that  any  time  you  go  to  try  to 

keep  minimum  stream  flows  you  are  depriving  someone 

of  their  water  rights,  and  this  is  very  critical 

here  in  the  San  Luis  Valley. 

We  have  an  average  rainfall  of 

approximately  six  and  a  half  inches  and  you  cannot 

make  a  crop  on  that  much  water,  so  we  depend  solely 

on  irrigation  water  for  all  of  our  livelihood  here. 

ROGER  H.  JOHNSON,  C.S.R. 
3016  3rd  Ave.,  Pueblo,  Co  61008  (719)  544-6524 


:-:::cers,  t  r.  a  t  ;:  s  your  -:rr.  t  c  or    reasonable.   .  t 
your  turn  to  start  compromising. 

The  BLM  is  the  custodian  of  millions 
of  acres  of  wester r.  lands,  most  of  which  is 
breathtaking  in  its  beauty  and  grandeur.   Equally 
important,  however,  is  the  rich  biodiversity  which 
must  be  preserved  for  the  biological  well-being  of 
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our  planet.   I  strongly  urge  the  Bureau  to  do  better 
in  protecting  the  eight  areas  of  critical  concern 
from  damage  by  mining  exploration,  off-road  vehicles. 


The  BLM  must  also  stop  the  grazing  of  livestock  in 
these  areas  of  concern  as  considerable  damage  is  done 
by  livestock  to  important  riparian  habitat  and 
overgrazing  encourages  wheat  intrusions  and  soil 
eros 1  one . 

I  ask  that  the  Elephant  Rock  area  be 


added  to  the  list  of  ACECs.  and  I  oppose  the 


construction  of  the  Taos  power  line  through  these 
sensitive  and  beautiful  areas.   X  also  ask  that  12.3 


mile  stretch  of  the  Rio  Grande  from  the  Lasauses 
Cemetery  to  the  Lobatos  Bridge  be  added  to  the  8.8 
miles  now  proposed  for  wild  and  scer.ic  designation. 
Opponents  of  wilderness  must  be  made 
to  understand  that  wilderness  areas  are  not  there 
Just  for  people.   Wilderness  areas  are  there  to 
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,    development.   1  support  rip.rUr.  demons  t  r  a  t  i  or. 

2  projects  th.t  are  mentior.-d  in  the  text,  or.es  in  Fcrc 

3  Creek.  Baxter  Creek  ar.d  Poison  Gulch. 

1  an  the  water  Quality  Chairman  for 
the  Sierra  Club  Rocky  Mountain  Chapter.   One  of  »V 
chief  interest.  1.  In  riparian  restoration  and 
protection  ir.  general.   Ar.d  I  have  been  encouraged  by 
effort,  by  the  BLM.  In  this  resource  are.  and  other., 
in  the  beginning  the  lone  process  of  dealing  with 

that  properly. 

1  it  particularly  encouraged  by  the 
effort,  the  BLH  1.  ".king  to  work  with  private  land 
owners  In  the  area,  particularly  rancher.,  people  who 

14  have  allotment,  to  enhance  riparian  value..   I'm.  in 

15  particular,  ac.uair.ted  with  the  Whitten  Ranch  in  the 

16  v.lley.  what  they  are  trying  to  do.   it  .eem.  like  an 

17  encouraging  effort. 
One  of  the  aspect,  of  riparian  that  I 

,uld  urge  the  BLM  to  have  more  restriction,  on.  on 


20  u..ge  by  0RV.  In  rlp.rl.n  areas.   People  who  have 

21  studied  the  hl.tory  of  the  development  of  riparian  or 

22  arroya  formation,  men's  roadbul Idlng .  whether 

23  deliberate  or  accidental,  to  the  stream  channel  is  a 

24  cause  of  accelerated  erosion.   So  1  would  urge  you  to 

25  be  more  careful  in  that  score. 
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On  the  issue  cf  wild  and  scenic  river 
statu,  for  the  Rio  Grar.:e  River.   I  have  --  certainly 
.upport  the  BLH  Intention  to  study  8.8  mile,  in  the 
lower  .ection  in  Colorado  for  designation  of  wild  and 
ccenic  river  st.tu..   I  would  suggest,  however,  after 
looking  «t  the  map.,  and  th.t  I  still  think  it  useful 
th.t  another  12.3  miles  up  to  La. .uses.  1  believe  1. 
the  n.me  of  It.  be  also  studied  for  that  purpose. 

I  was  struck  on  those  maps  by  the  lack 

of  rlp.rl.n  veget.tlon  In  th.t  --  the  stre.m  mile.. 
and  that',  c.rt.lnly  I  think  «  --  where  tome 
improvement,  could  be  m.de.  presumably  controlling 
grailng.   I  think  if  that  riparian  enhancement  went 
forward,  then  those  areas  would  be  even  --  have  more 
recreational  value. 

wild  and  scenic  aspect.   One  Import. nt 
a.peet  of  wild  and  scenic,  a  lot  of  the  rivers  that 
arm  ti.ed  for  recre.tlon  on  BLM  l.nd  .re  becoming 
saturated.   One  that  comes  to  mind  is  the  Arkansas 
River  near  Buena  Vista.   Saturated  1.  certainly  the 
proper  word  for  it.   Over.. tur.ted  1.  better.   I 


don't  know  how  much  activity  the  Rio  Grande  get.  In 
th.t  .tretch,  but  I  think  it  might  be  useful  for  the 
BLM  to  promote  *  more  recre.tlonal  u.e.   Cert. inly 
the  wild  «nd  scenic  river  .t.tu.  would  help  th.t.   I 
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tr.ir.k  n  wciiS  alec  rt.p  :r.»  icca:  ecor.017.  which  hae 
4  reputation  for  mr.g  r.01  vtry  good.   I  tr.ir.K  tr.at'a 

■  11  u«  cor.t>r.'.i  :  r.tce  ie  i4ti. 

,  KEAK1K0  OFFICER  CUSHINO:   Tnank  you. 
Kr.  Cur.ni  ng  nao    Dot!  anybody  h4vi  any  quaetlone? 
Thank  you.   Next .  Hr.  Koepeel. 

HP..  KOEPSCL:   Ky  r.aae  la  Kirk  Koepeel. 
1  aa  t.-.t  Public  Lende  Coordinator  tor  lha  Colorado 
Environmental  Coalition,  located  at  777  Grant  Straat. 
Denver.  Colorado  (0203.   I  would  Ilka  to  atart  ay 
couir.ti  out  talking  about  tha  ell  and  gaa  leeeinc 
aactlon  of  tha  plan. 

You  elgnt  or  eight  not  ba  aware  of, 
th*  General  Accounting  Office  Juet  flnlahad  doing  a 
eurvey  of  e:  foraat  plana  and  BLK  plana  In  tha 

■  tutrn  U.S.   Thay  hava  found  ona  plan  out  of  thoaa 
63  plana  which  thay  fait  odequotoly  aat  tha  --  what 
thay  fait  waa  required  undar  tha  National 
Envlronaental  Policy  Act  In  tha  Hlnaral  Laaalng 
Refora  Act  that  want  through  32  yaara  ago.   Thay 
found  ona  plan  that  waa  In  coapllanca  with  theae 
lawa.  aftar  thalr  analyala.   I  think  that  tha  tan 
Lula  plan  would  alao  ba  found  to  ba  In  noncoapl lanca . 

Thara'a  two  araaa  that  I  think  need  to 
ba  lookad  at  aora  cloaaly  regarding  oil  and  gaa.   Ona 
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la  a  battar  analyala  e!  what  cumulative  lapacta  could 
occur  within  tna  raaeurca  araa.   That'a  eoaetnlng  1 
Juet  fait  tha  plan  did  not  do  an  adequate  Job  on  at 
all.   There  needa  to  be  aora  analyala  looking  at 
developeeni  In  areea,  thlnge  of  that  nature, 
regarding  the  cueuletlve  lapacta  of  oil  and  gaa 
leaaea. 

There'a  alao  a  nuabar  of  apeclal  areaa 
that  we  think  oil  and  gaa  laaalng  ahould  not  occur 


In.   Tha  flrat  la  araaa  of  critical  envlronaental 
concerm  that  Bit*  Identified  a  nuaber  of  theae  areaa 
In  the  reaource  area  that  they  reeoaaended  for 
dealgnatlon  In  the  draft  plan.   Thaaa  araaa  we  teal 
aneuld  be  eft  llalte  to  oil  and  gaa  laaalng,  at  tha 
alnlaua,  heve  a  no  aurface  occupancy  dealgnatlon.  but 
we  would  prater  Juet  having  having  a  no  leeee  option 
ueed  In  thoee  areaa. 

Another  area  that  we  feel  la  very 


laportant  are  apeclal  recreation  aanageaent  araaa  and 
»lld  an<  acanle  rlvar  eorrldera.   Tha  Rio  Oranda  did 
racalva  a  ne-eurface  occupancy  dealgnatlon,  but  once 
again,  we  would  prefer  no-leaae  In  thoaa  araaa, 
■•Inly  bacauee  there  could  be  lapacta  troi 
directional  drilling  fro»  eutalda  of  the  araa  within 
tha  vlewehed.  or  eoaethlng  of  that  nature. 
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Riparian  areaa  need  to  be  excluded 
froa  leaalng  aa  wall  ae  perennial  I t ratal .   If 
there'a  aunlclpal  waterehede  or  critical  wateraheda 
located  it.  the  reaource  area,  we  would  like  to  aae 
thoee  reaoved  froa  the  landa  available  for  leaalng. 

Another  concept  that  the  Foreat 
Service  le  uelng  In  their  Pike/San  leabal  ell  end  gaa 


that  there  will  be  an  Inventory  of  an  additional 


leeee  eaendaent  le  to  have  corrldere  along  public 
hlghwaya  In  which  a  leeee  eurface  occupancy  will  not 
be  peraltted  to  protect  the  vlewehed  along  public 
highway  rlght-ot-waye .   We  would  recoaaend  BLH  do 
thla.   Alao  aa  well  aa  In  areaa  where  there  Bay  be 
ecer.le  vletaa  along  hlghwaya  or  trails. 

I  aeni  e  coecrenenelve  letter  we  would 
like  to  eae  Included,  in  Karen  mi,  becauee  the  plan 
failed  to  addreaa  aany  of  our  concerne. 

with  regerda  to  the  riparian 
aanegeaent  I  ae  aleo  very  lepreaaed  with  the  —  what 
the  plan  calla  for  In  riparian  aanageaent.   It  --  I 
think  It  reelly  repreaente  a  ahlft  within  the  egency 
on  taking  riparian  aanageaent  eerleuely,  and  I  aa 
glad  to  eee  that  you've  Included  thoee  lapreveBento 
In  the  draft  plan.   There  the  plan  did  aey  thet  there 
would  be  enother.  In  eddltlon  to  the  landa  that  will 
be  either  upgraded  or  are  already  In  good  condition. 
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iTiTs  acrea  of  riparian  cr  ef  potential  rlperlan 
lende.   If  theae  landa  are  deterained  to  quellfy  aa 
riparian,  we  think  that  there  neede  to  be  provlalona 
In  how  the  Bureau  of  Land  nanageaent  plana  on 
laprovlng  thaee  areaa  alao. 

The  coalition  la  not  real  happy  with 
tha  ilm  deelgnetlng  the  Clayton  Cone  area  aa  a  foeell 
collecting  araa.   I  think  we  heve  gone  beyond  tha 
point  where  our  public  lende  ahould  be  open  to  thle 
type  of  exploitation,  although  foeell  collecting  le  a 
popular  activity.   Ne  would  eupport  aora  of  a 
interpretive  prograa  In  the  area,  explaining  tha 
lapertance  of  foealla  In  that  area  and  cloae  It  to 
nyeort  of  collecting. 

with  regerde  to  lend  and  realty 
aanageaent,  although  tha  dlepeeal  eltee  were 


outlined,  I  waa  not  able  to  find  In  the  plan  --  aaybe 
It  waa  Juet  I  aleood  it  --  the  acqulaltlon  areaa 
being  Identified.   I  think  that  two  of  tha  areee  that 
are  of  blggeat  concern  to  ue  are  the  landa  along  tha 
Rio  Oranda  and  the  araaa  around  the  Send  Caatle  area 
of  critical  envlronaental  concern,  ee  being 
acqulaltlon  areee.   He  would  like  to  eee  both  of 
thoaa  araaa  identified  ea  top  prlorltlee  for  lend 
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EL.^  has  de'ersiir.ec*  terta  i  r  areas  :c  be  areas  cf 
crnlcti  e  r.  v  :  r  o  r.  r  e  r.  t  a  2  rcrcerr..   Areas  so  designatec 
need  to  be  off  2  i  m  i  t  s  to  sir.  era!  entry,  to  r.  1  r.  e  r  a  1 
leasing,  arc  to  use  by  motorjied  vehicles.   X  believe 
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that  BLM  should  also  add  to  the  ares  of 
so  designated,  the  Elephant  Rocks  arcs  to  afford  It 
the  additional  protection  necessary  to  care  for  the 
rare  plants  located  there,  ar.d  to  protect  the  area 
for  its  historic  significance. 

The  proposed  power  line  project  needs 
to  be  located  so  that  it  does  not  enter  those  areas 
which  have  been  determined  to  be  areas  of  critical 
envl  ror.sental  concern.   Power  line  is  not  compatible 
with  such  areas.   The  ELK  needs  to  see  it's 


appropriately  located  away  froc  from  most  areas. 

Most  important  of  the  proposed 
decisions  is  that  all  areas  of  the  Rio  Grande  which 
quali  fy  for  wild  and  scenic  river  status  should  be  sc 


designated.  I  believe  the  management  plan  should 
recommend  at  least  the  20  plus  miles  from  the 
Lasauses  Ceeetary  to  the  state  line  be  Included  In 
the  wild  and  scenic  river  program.   Colorado  has  far 
fewer  miles  in  this  system  than  other  states  In  the 
Rocky  Mountain  area.   This  needs  to  be  corrected. 


Again,  thank  you  for  coming  to  Denver. 
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HEAPING  OFFICE*  CUSKING-    Thank  you. 
Ccn.   Ar.y  question*?    Tr.ar.K  ycu.   Next  u  Sarah 
Peapples . 

MS.  PEAPPLES:   My  met  la  Sarah 
Peapples.   I  live  at  (10  19th  Street  In  Boulder,  and 
X  would  Just  like  to  reiterate  a  lot  of  Issues  that 
have  already  been  addressed.   I  guess  they  have  been 
Identified  as  the  sain  points  of  contention  lr.  the 
plan  . 

I  Mould  like  to  suggest  that  the  BLM 


keep  all  mineral  leasing,  ilneral  entry  and  off-road 
vehicles  froc  Mlthln  the  ACECs .   In  teres  of  grazing. 


I  would  like  to  see  sore  AUMs  go  to  wildlife  Instead 
of  livestock.   The  power  line  project  Is  something  I 


protest  as  well.   it  obviously  goes  through  some  very 


sensitive  areas  In  a  wsa  that  doesn't  seee  to  be 


compatible  at  ell.   X  also  would  like  to  suggest  that 
an  additional  12.3  Biles  north  of  the  8.8  tiles 
already  suggested  for  designation  also  be  Included  In 
that  recoesendat Ion  up  to  the  north,  to  the  Lasauses 
Cemetery,  as  the  raptor  population  In  this  area  Is 
equal  to  that  found  In  the  bl rds-of -prey  area  along 
the  Snake  Fiver  In  Idaho,  which  seeas  to  be  a  unique 
characteristic  that  would  warrant  Its  Inclusion. 


Thank  you. 
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HEARING  OFFICER  CUSHING-   Thank  yeu. 
Are  there  any  questions?   Kurt  Manning. 

MR.  MANNING:   My  name  Is  Kurt 
Manning.   I  represent  the  University  of  Colorado 
Wilderness  Study  Group,  a  group  of  about  SO  active 
members.   That's  Campus  Office  207.  Boulder. 
Colorado.  80309. 

First  question  was  actually  a 
technical  question.   I  was  wondering  why  this  was 
held  at  the  Roadway  Instead  cf  State  BLM  office  In 
Lakewood.   Is  there  s  reason  for  thst?   I  was  Just 
curious  because  It  seemed  like  they  have  excellent 
f sell  It ies . 

MR.  TALIAFERRO:   That  building,  that 
particular  building  is  a  little  bit  hard  to  get  to 
and  find  for  people.   This  being  at  the  corner  of 
this  Junction.  I  think  that's  the  only  reason  we 
really  picked  it. 

MR.  MANNING:   I  thought  It  Bight  r.ot 
be  a  bad  Idea  to  have  it  there.  Just  to  ssve  aonty. 

Anyways,  I  agree  with  the  ACEC 
designation.   I  think  that's  great.   In  addition  to 
what's  been  said.  I  think  the  Elephant  Rocks  area. 
which  I  have  heard  is  of  ecological  and  historical 
significance,  should  be  added  to  the  ACEC  list  as 
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well,  as  far  as  protection  within  ACECs.   It's 
important  to  certain.:-/  exclude  all  0SV  use  within 
ACECs  and  riparian  areas  as  well.   And  at  the  vista 
ACECs,  areas  of  critical  environmental  concern.  I 
think.  In  the  least,  you  have  to  have  no  surface 
occupancy,  »nd.  hopefully,  core  than  that  Is  no 
leasing  at  all  within  ACEC  and  critical  riparian 
sons;:.  *«  W*J1  »s  the  same  for  mineral  projects. 

The  Taos  power  line  project  clearly  as 
made,  «s  :..sny  people  pointed  out.  Interferes  with 
designation  of  certain  ACECs.   That  should  not  be 
allowed.   There  say  be  more  trouble  to  go  back  and 


look  for  it.  a  different  corridor  for  that  project. 
but  I  think  that  since  It  does  clearly  interfere  with 
the  Idea  of  ACEC.  that  should  be  done. 

One  last  point,  as  far  as  the  wild  and 
scenic  on  the  Rio  Grande.  I  think  that's  excellent. 
It  would  be  extremely  nice  to  get  the  8.8  miles  down 


to  the  New  Mexico  border,  at  least,  at  the  very 
least,  study  the  12.3  Biles  above  that,  up  to  the.  I 
guess,  the  Lasauses  Cemetery  —  I  aa  not  quite  sure 
how  to  say  that  --  Just  to  please  give  some 
considerstlon  to  the  ecologlcsl  and  riparian 
significance  in  that  area.   And  that's  basically  the 
comments  I  have. 


MIDYETT  REPORTING  SERVICE 
(303)  424-2217 


MIDYETT  REPORTING  SERVICE 
(303)  424-2217 


H11-2 


u 

12 

13 

14 
15 
16 

17 

18 
19 
20 
21 
22 


(Hearing  on  11-2-89  at  Alarosa,  Co.) 

addressed  tr.at  question.   1  believe  trie  ELK  people 
are  not  aware  enough,  maybe  well  meaning,  but  they 
don't  fully  understand  Colorado  water  law,  which  is 
hard  enough  to  do  anyway. 

water  la  a  property  right.   There 
would  have  to  be  minimum  stream  flows.   Everybody 


seems  to  be  aware  of  these  things  at  this  point, 
but,  again,  as  somebody  else  has  said,  there  has 
been  no  compensation,  no  mitigation  addressed. 

People  don't  have  enough 
information  even  to  make  a  decision.   There  has  not 
been  enough  for  people  to  do  that. 

1  used  to  live  in  Grant  County.   I 
also  used  to  live  this  Chaffee  County.   How  those 
river  systems  work  are  somewhat  different  than  the 
San  Luis  Valley.   How  the  appropriation  works  are 
different,  but  it  is  true  everywhere  in  this  State 
that  there  is  no  more  extra  water. 

For  the  Federal  Government  to 
acquire  water  by  fiat  and  not  give  anything  back  to 
the  private  owners  of  it,  that  I  think  is  a 
violation  of  due  process,  and  sooner  or  later 
somebody  is  going  to  notice  that.   That's  a  personal 
opinion. 

I  like  to  think  I'll  kind  of  an 

ROGER  H.  JOHNSON,  C.S.R. 
3016  3rd  Ave.,  Pueblo,  Co  81008  (719)  544-8524 


(Hearing  en  11-2-89  at  Alarosa.  Co.) 

1  environmentalist.   One  of  the  things  1  belong  to  it 

2  Nature  Conservancy,  about  the  only  one  I  do  now. 

3  When  they  want  to  approve  --  to  get  a  piece  of 

4  property  they  operate  straight  forward  to  get  the 

5  money  together  and  go  ahead  and  they  buy  it.   One  of 

6  the  projects  they  have  recently  completed  is  it  in 

7  Northern  Colorado  by  Fort  Collins.   They  bought 

8  water  rights  in  order  to  maintains  minimum  stream 

9  flows  for  that  land,  which  is  a  respectable,  honest 

10  way  to  go  about  it.   They  are  not  trying  to  pull  the 

11  wool  over  anybody. 

12  1  haven't  heard  anybody  on  this 

13  project  as  to  how  it  came  back,  why  it  came  about, 

14  who  particularly  wants  it.   Why  the  BLM  has  been 

15  even  --  who  made  the  suggestion  anyway  on  this.   I 

16  don't  know  that  particular  stretch  of  river. 

17  I  don't  think  I  need  to  at  this 
16  point,  because  it  very  clearly  is  going  to  have  an 

19  effect  on  the  farmers  and  ranchers  in  the  San  Luis 

20  Valley.   That  is  not  right. 

21  There  are  questions  not  being 

22  addressed,  and  somebody  last  to  sit  up  and  notice 

23  it. 

24  Couple  of  other  questions  that  I 

H11-3   have  are  why  the  BLM  is  even  discussing  acquiring 

ROGER  H.  JOHNSON,  C.S.R. 
3016  3rd  Ave.,  Pueblo,  Co  81008  (719)  544-8524 
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(Hearing  on  11-2-89  at  Alamosa,  Co.)  51 

additional  land,  evidently  for  wilderness  purposes. 
I  have  not  had  a  chance  to  read  the  whole  draft 
report  because  I  just  got  one  when  I  got  here,  but  I 
notice  throughout  there  are  mentions  of  acquiring 
more  BLM  land.   I  think  that  is  a  very  Inappropriate 
thing  for  BLM  to  be  doing.   That  is  a  different 
issue  than  been  duscussed,  but  I  think  it  is  part  of 
that  hearing. 

I  would  also  like  to  point  out  -- 
just  kind  of  stray  thoughts  as  I  have  been  sitting 
here  --  under  Colorado  law  at  this  time  there  are 
three  recognized  beneficial  uses  of  water  and  1 
think  everybody  in  the  room  knows  that  recreational 
use  of  water  is  not  one  of  them. 

I  would  remind  people  of  that  every 
time  we  come  across  this  —  right  at  the  moment  I'm 
serving  on  a  state  committee  for  Colorado 
Association  of  realtors.   I  didn't  want  to  do  it, 
but  I  am,  working  on  a  water  policy  for  that 
organization. 

So,  a  lot  of  these  questions  have 
come  up  and  some  of  these  --  Charlie  Jordan  of  the 
Denver  Water  Board,  Dan  Lubke,  with  the 
Environmental  Defense  Fund,  have  spoken,  and  Rollie 
Fisher  on  the  west  slope. 

ROGER  H.  JOHNSON,  C.S.R. 
3016  3rd  Ave.,  Pueblo,  Co  S1008  (719)  544-6524 
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(Hearing  on  11-2-69  at  Alamosa,  Co.)  5 

So  a  lot  of  these  things  are  coming 
up.   All  over  the  State  of  Colorado  there  seers  to 
be  more  and  more  pressures  put  on  any  agricultural 
water  users.   The  water  is  not  alone  in  that.   This 
is  just  one  of  many  such  issues. 

I  think  we  are  going  to  see  a  lot 
of  more  of  them,  and  I  think  people  are  going  to 


have  to  remain  alert  to  that.   We  know  the  Valley 
has  threats  to  the  water  and  I  believe  the  BLM 
should  be  a  lot  more  sensitive  to  the  local 
residents. 

I  believe  the  recreational  people 
should  be  infinitely  more  sensitive  to  the  values 
and  aspirations  and  the  businesses  and  property 
rights  of  the  people  who  live  in  the  area  that  they 
want  to  recreate  in.   I  am  sorry  to  say  1  don't  see 
that  in  several  parts  of  Colorado,  the  Valley  is  not 
the  only  one. 

I  still  have  a  bunch  of  questions 
but  I  don't  know  that  I  get  to  ask  any  of  then 
today,  so  I  would  simply  like  to  say  that  my  primary 


reason  for  being  here  is  to  say,  yes,  I  do  oppose 
there  wild  and  scenic  designation,  not  for  property 
value  but  for  property  rights  reasons,  as  much  as 


U-|H  C  I  anything,  and  also  1  would  like  to  state  any 

ROGER  H.  JOHNSON,  C.S.R. 
3016  3rd  Ave.,  Pueblo,  Co  61008  (719)  544-8524 


HEARING  OFFICER  CUSH2KG:    Thar.k  you. 
Any  questions"   Jercre  H J c h * I . 

K.R  .  r.lZKktl         K-i-c-h-t-1,  pronounced 
Michel.   I  Uveal  J  551  South  Kenton  Street.  Aurora. 
I'm  quite  impressed  with  the  things  in  the  plan  that 
show  a  concern  tor  the  er.v J  ron  =  ent  .   The  areas  of 
critical  environmental  concern  are  certainly  worth 
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your  attention.   It  seems  to  ce  to  be  locoEpitJblc 
with  the  idea  of  an  area  of  critical  environmental 
concern  to  allow  any  kind  of  development  activity. 
In  particular,  it  does  not  sake  sense  to  allow  mining 
or  sine  leas  ins . 

I  have  been  a  resident  of  Colorado  off 
and  on  since  1960.   First  cosine  Into  this  state.  I 
was  delighted  with  the  opportunity  to  buy  a  Jeep  and 
go  off  road.   It's  a  great  adventure.   As  I've 


experienced  the  wonders  of  Colorado,  I  have  since 
seen  the  damage  that  off-road  vehicles  do.  and  think 
It's  totally  incompatible  to  allow  off-road  vehicles 
In  these  areas  of  critical  environmental  concern.   I 


think  that  off-road  vehicles  are  best  suited  to  roads 
with  a  lot  of  snow. 

The  topic  of  the  wild  and  scenic  river 
designation  for  the  Rio  Grande,  that's  wonderful  to 
see  that  In  the  plan.   As  others  who  have  spoken 
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here,  I  b  e  1  :  e  v  e  that  that  designation  should  apply  to 
a  much  greater  stretch  of  the  river,  allowing  the 
return  of  some  of  that  area  to  a  aore  natural  state, 
and  to  provide  areas  for  recreation  for  people  from 
all  over  the  state,  for  tourists  from  outside  the 
stste  and  for  our  future  generations.   I  believe 


that's  all  I  would  like  to  say  at  this  time. 

HEARING  OFFICER  CUSHING:   Thank  you. 
Last  on  our  list  is  Henry  Glbb. 

MR.  GIBS:   My  name  is  Henry  Glbb.   The 
address  is  Box  332.  Conifer  80433. 

12  Members  of  the  BLM,  thank  you  for  the 

13  opportunity  to  be  here.   Z  would  like  to  speak  not  so 

14  much  from  a  personal  experience,  but  a  specific  area, 

15  from  a  bit  more  of  a  philosophical  base.   I  teach 

16  young  people.   1  work  as  a  high  school  teacher  in 

17  Jefferson  County  schools.   I  speak  with  students  a 
16    lot  about  their  aspirations  and  their  thoughts  and 

19  hopes  for  the  future.   1  am  worried  about  that.   I 

20  see  tbem  as  angry,  impatient,  too  often  verging  on 

21  cynical.   They  wonder  what's  going  to  be  left  for 

22  them.   They  wonder  with  good  reason. 

23  < I  would  like  to  commend  you  for  the 

24  aspects  of  the  plan,  which  include  the  ACECs,  which 

25  appear  to  meet  some  of  the  very  critical.  Important 
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environmental  special  areas  in  this  region.   I  thir.k 
we  need  to  look  very  carefully  ar.d  divide  your 
attention  very  carefully  between  kinds  of  lapacts 
which  will  be  permanent  impacts.  Irreplaceable 
impacts  and  impacts  which  will  be  --  can  be  subject 
to  change. 

Such  things  as  the  Taos  power  line 
through  this  area  represent  absolutely  permanent 
lapacts,  ones  which  our  generation  and  future 
generations  cannot  change.   He  need  to  look  at 
alternative  routes  for  that  corridor.   We  need  to 


look  at  cost/benefit  ratios  which  take  into  account 
the  aesthetic  and  scenic  values  of  an  ACEC. 


Likewise,  motorized  off-road  use  has  a  present 
tendency  to  create  erosion,  scars  and  trails  which 
are  followed  by  other  motorized  and  honmotorlzed 
users  which  cannot  be  changed  in  the  future.   We  need 
to  save  these  few  corners  that  we  still  have  for  our 
children  and  for  their  children,  should  they  want  to 
have  the  connection  with  the  wild  lands  that  we  have 
had  the  opportunities  to  have. 

I  would  like  to  suggest  the  addition 
of  Elephant  Rocks  to  the  ACEC.   My  understanding, 
there  are  sensitive  and  rare  plant  communities  which 
would  benefit  from  protection. 
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So,  for  that  reason,  I  am  pleased  to 
6ee  such  an  erphasis  on  ACECs.  such  a  large 
proportion  of  the  acreage  that  you  manage  being  given 


sore  kind  of  protection,  and  !  would  urge  you  to  go 
the  next  step  and  to  prevent  overuse  of  0RV  use  of 
those  areas.   To  do  this  kind  ef  protection  that 
would  prevent  mineral  leasing,  because  I  think  the 
wildlife  and  scenic  and  watershed  and  other  values  of 
these  areas,  in  my  mind,  are  more  Important  than 
their  economic  possibilities. 

The  Rio  Grande  wild  and  scenic  river 
corridor  is,  again,  a  very  beautiful  spot.   I  have 
hiked  it  in  the  New  Mexico  portion.   I  would  like  to 
see  you  expand  it  beyond  its  current  length  another 
12  miles.   I  think  the  entire  length  has  strong 


recreational  and  wildlife  values  tor  rafters  and 
hiking,  and  which,  again,  we  all  know  are  becoming 
increasingly  scarce  and  Increasingly  in  demand.   I 
think  those  are  values  which  are  ongoing  and 
open-ended  aa  opposed  to  foreclosing  future  uses  as 
development  and  keeping  development  as  a  option  would 
be. 

And  as  for  grazing,  I  understand  you 
have  a  possibility  of  increasing  grazing  allotments 
on  your  areas.   And,  once  again.  I  would  recommend. 
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at  I  as  sure  you  car.  g u e s s .  that  rather  than 
increasing  c  ■  1 1 J  e  grazing  iMotttntc.  you  allocate 
additional  c  r  a  ;  i  n  •;  opportunities  to  wildlife,  which 
if  we  look  or.  a  global  scale,  also  a  tore  aicrocosrlc 
scale  In  th:s  region,  wildlife  and  plants  and  those 
kinds  of  things  are  the  things  which  are  In  danger. 
which  are  threatened.   Those  would  be  the  values  that 
I  would  urge  you  to  protect. 

One  other  point,  again  getting  a 


little  bit  global.   1  don't  know  how  such  time  X 

11  have.   I  know  you  are  very  pressed  for  time  here. 

12  This  Is  a  huge  public  gathering  here.   This  Is  just 

13  another  kind  of  perspective  to  throw  on  what  you  are 

14  dealing  with  In  your  decisions. 

13  As  we  understand,  frost  a  global 

16  perspective,  that  forests  and  open  spaces  and 

17  wildlife  habitats  are  disappearing  at  horrifying 

IB  rates.   Again,  we  too.  In  the  Rocky  Mountain  region, 

19  our  open  space  and  natural  areas  becoie  sore 

20  important,  we  In  the  Rockies,  particularly  to  the 

21  public  lands  managing  agency,  which  has  laws  that  are 

22  guiding  it  in  protective  uses.   This  la  very  rare  on 

23  the  planet  today  to  have  open  spaces,  herds  of  elk 

24  and  deer  that  we  can  protect,  habitat  we  can  protect. 

25  We  know  that  there  are  very  few  other  countries  in 


MS.  M'JPRAY:   My  nice  Is  Margaret 
Murray.   I  live  at  2  ? :  €  West  2t".r.  Aver.ue  ir.  Denver. 
1  just  started  working  for  Sierra  Club.   I  work  for 
thee.   I  si  speaking  as  a  private  citizen.   Not 
knowing  --  Just  basically  out  of  preference  for 
wanting  to  preserve  the  public  lands  and  not 
necessarily  knowing  a  lot  of  detail  about  this  plan, 
other  than  what  X  have  been  told  recently,  X  would 
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Just  UK*  to  itki  •  few  point,  about  the  plan.   On, 
would  be  to  add  Elephant  Rock  to  It.   Another  would 


be  that,  prohibit  all  Blneral  leasing,  Blneral  entry 
and  off-road  vehlclea  on  the  land.   Third  would  be  to 


Halt  the  aoount  of  erasing  done  by  livestock,  not  to 
Increase  It  and  to  rather  leave  It  open  for  wildlife. 


Also  not  to  allow  the  construction  of  a  Taos  power 
line  to  run  through  the  Rio  Grande  corridor.   And 


finally,  to  extend  the.  what  Is  designated  for  Rio 
Grande  River  to  about  12.2  Biles  north  of  what  has 
been  reeoBBended.   Thank  you.   Thank  you. 

BEARING  OrriCER  CUSHING:   Anybody  else 
like  to  sake  any  etateaents7 

MR.  KOEPSEL:   1  just  wanted  to  add  one 
little  section  to  By  stateBent.   Is  that  okay? 

Kirk  Koepsel.   I  wanted  to  --  one 
aapect  of  the  coBocnts  that  I  had  neglected  to  talk 
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about  was  the  car.acerent  of  areas  of  the  critical 
environmental  concern.   And  I  know  you've  gotten 
various  cosine r. ts  today  asking  that  off-road  vehicle 
us*  be  prohibited  In  these  areas.   Mineral  leasing 
should  be  protected  as  well  as  mineral  entry. 

1  think  that  when  Congress  - -  what 
Congress  envisioned  as  areas  of  critical 
environmental  concern  was  very  vague  and  allowed  the 
agency  to  develop  management  plans  for  these  areas. 
What  the  agency  has  typically  done  la  taken  areas 
with  very  sensitive  resources,  with  sensitive  plants 
species,  rare  sensitive  plant  species,  outstanding 
wildlife  habitat,  with  outstanding  geological  or 
historical  characteristics  that  really  warrant 
protection.   I  think  that  what  --  there  are  a  few 
ACECs  that  have  been  recommended  in  other  resource 
areas  that  have  more  of  a  multiple-use  concept,  but  X 
think  out  of  the  areas  that  have  been  recommended  in 
San  Luis,  It's  very  important  to  preserve  the 


characteristics  out  there.  I  think  all  of  them  have 
very  unique  and  special  characteristics  that  deserve 
the  protection  of  no  off-road  vehicles  there. 

Some  of  them  do  have  existing  roads 
like  Triple  Mountain  where  I  think  that  use  can 
continue  on  those  existing  roads,  but  that  use  -- 
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when  I  say  off  road.  !  don't  sean  off-highway  use.  I 
Been  off-road  use  In  those  areas. 

I  think  with  aineral  leasing,  that 
Blneral  leasing  Juet  la  not  coopatlble  with  reaourcea 
out  there.    I  don't  think  anyone  wanta  to  see  any  of 
these  ACECs  develop  into  an  oil  an  gas  field.   Thafa 
what  we're  talking  about  with  Elneral  leasing.   If 
yon  lease  the  area  you  have  --  there's  a  potential  of 
that  happening  In  the  area,  although  we  hear.  well, 
there's  really  no  oil  and  gas  resources  In  these 
areas.   That's  not  for,  I  don't  think,  either  the 
agency  or  the  public  to  deterclne.   That'e  for  an  oil 
and  gas  eoepany  that  --  or  an  exploration  company  to 
do,  to  deternlr.e  If  there's  oil  and  gas  resources  out 
there;  that  the  BLK'a  Job  in  thla  case' la  to  protect 
the  reaourcea  out  there,  and  if  an  oil  and  gas  field 
la  not  compatible  with  reaourcea  out  there,  it 
shouldn't  be  allowed. 

I  think  the  ease  is  true  with  aineral 
entry.   That  Bine  is  Juat  not  compatible  with  the 
reaource  that  ACEC  Is  protecting.   I  think  it's  very 
Important  that  Blneral  entry  la  prohibited  in  these 
areas . 

Alao  all  three  of  thoae  are  very  key. 
I  think,  to  protecting  the  unique  reeourees  that  are 
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found  in  each  of  thm  art**. 

And  •»  far  a*  the  60  to  split,  X 

wanted  to  addre**  that  concern,  too.   I  think  it'* 
very  coacendable  that  CO  percent  of  th*  lncrtiti  In 
Alma  1*  going  to  wildlife.   1  think  It  ahouJd  be 
higher  though.   I  think  that  basically  ranching  right 
It'a  at  a  --  It'a  kind  of  raachad 


now  la  at  a  vary 
a  ltvtl  whar*  I  don't  think  thara'a  vary  cany  n*w 
ptepla  going  lr.to  ranching,  thlnga  of  that  natura. 
It  raaalna  at  a  atatic  lava],   I  think  that  this  San 
tula  vujty  haa  soea  real  potantlal  tor  Improving  th* 
wlldllfa  populatlona  In  that  araa  and  developing  ion 
of  a  tourlat  acener.y,  basically  Ineraaalng  wlldllfa. 
I  would  Ilk*  to  m  a  euch  graatar  aajorlty  of  thoa* 
lner*aa*a  In  forag*  go  to  wlldllfa  rather  than  to 
llvaatoek.   I  think  it  will  hava  a  blggar  *conoalc 
lapact  en  tha  valley.   Aleo  crtatt  an  ataoaphar* 
whar*  people  can  aaa  a  lot  core  wlldllfa  In  that 
•  raa. 

MR.  ZACHMANi   On*  cjuaation  en  •-  1  am 
■till  net  quit*  *ur*  en  what  you  aeant  by  off-highway 
vehicle  uee  In  ACECe .   Are  you  aaylng  that  baaleally 
It  would  ba  In  a  Halted  category  in  ACICeT   In  other 
words,  uecllalted  to  designated  reade  and  trails  or 
ne  uee  at  all? 
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signing  eyete*.   There  are  a  couple  of  areas  a*  feci 
vehicle  vee  1*  not  compatible  in.   A  ceupl*  --  on*  i* 
th*  land  Caetle  ACIC .   With  the  very  Important 
cultural  reaource  In  th*t  arc*,  w*  cannot  envlelon 
that  the  area  would  hav*  b**n  coapatible  with 
eff-road  vehicle  uee.   Triple  Mountain  la  an  exacple 
where  I  think  a  white  arrow  signing  eight  be 
appropriate;  okay? 

MR.  TALIAFERRO:   Tha  queatlon  1  had, 
you  brought  up  en  on  clnerel  entry,  one  of  the  thlnga 
yeu  eentlon.   Of  the  134.000  In  ACEC.  we're 
receaeendlng  126,000  In  the  preferred  alternative. 
Of  thet  126.000,  there  ere  an  array  of.  In  tirn  of 
ell  end  gas  leasing,  there's  MSO,  aa  wall  aa  aoee 
eaallor  areee  are  cloaad  to  alnoral  entry  ea  well  a* 
lasses.   The  aajority  of  thea,  seneltlvs  sreaa  within 
theee,  ere  covered  In  tha  preferred,  anyway,  aa  an 
NS0,  ne  aurface  occupancy.   Are  you  aaylng  that  NS0 
would  net  protect  that  frea  ell  and  gaa  leaelng? 

MR.  KOEPIELi   He  have  a  baelc 
phlleeophlcal  difference  with  BLM  on  NS0.   What  we 
prefer  to  Bee  the  egency  doing  --  I  juet  tied  a 
dlecueelon  with  the  national  director  en  thle  laet 
week.   On  thle  we  think  that  BLM  ehould  begin  by 
determining  which  lande  are  aultable  for  ell  end  gee, 
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BLM  AUTHORITY  AND  RESPON- 
SIBILITIES FOR  OIL  AND  GAS 
OPERATIONS 

The  BLM  has  responsibility  for  environmental  protection, 
public  health,  and  safety  related  to  oil  and  gas  operations 
on  BLM-administered  lands.  There  are  three  pieces  of 
legislation  that  give  primary  direction  to  BLM  for  these 
operations:  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act  of  1920,  as  amended, 
the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  (NEPA),  and 
theFederal  Land  Policy  Management  Act  of  1976  (FLPMA). 
There  is  other  legislation  that  affects  various  aspects  of 
development.  Most  notably,  these  include  laws  to  protect 
cultural  resources  and  endangered  species. 

The  law  that  directs  BLM  to  make  public  land  available  for 
development  of  oil  and  gas  resources  is  the  Mineral  Leasing 
Act.  This  legislation  directs  BLM  to  make  all  public  land 
available  for  oil  and  gas  development  with  the  exception  of 
specific  lands,  such  as  national  parks,  which  are  listed  in  the 
Act  or  its  amendments. 

The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  (NEPA) 
directs  all  Federal  agencies  to  analyze  and  disclose  to  the 
public  the  impacts  of  major  Federal  actions.  Oil  and  gas 
leasing  is  a  major  Federal  action  by  definition.  The  BLM 
prepares  an  environmental  impact  statement  (EIS)  to  fulfill 
the  mandate  of  NEPA  (hence,  this  document). 

The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976 
(FLPMA)  instructs  BLM  to  prepare  and  disclose  to  the 
public  its  plans  for  the  lands  under  its  jurisdiction.  Since  the 
Mineral  Leasing  Act  requires  availability  of  public  land  for 
leasing  and  since  the  leasing  could  lead  to  development  that 
may  have  impacts  on  the  environment,  all  three  pieces  of 
legislation  are  tied  together  in  a  workable  process  to  ac- 
complish the  Congressional  intent.  The  primary  focus  of  the 
process  for  oil  and  gas  development  is  the  BLM  resource 
management  plan/environmental  impact  statement 
(RMP/EIS).  Within  the  RMP,  plans  are  disclosed  for 
development/conservation  of  oil  and  gas  (as  well  as  all  other 
resources  and  values).  The  RMP  also  serves  to  analyze  and 
disclose  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  projected 
development. 

Once  decisions  have  been  reached  through  the  planning 
process  as  to  what  lands  are  available  for  leasing  and  under 
what  conditions,  they  are  offered  for  sale  at  auction.  Those 
people  interested  in  purchasing  oil  and  gas  leases  may 
nominate  a  parcel,  or  BLM  may  offer  parcels  of  its  choosing. 


In  either  case,  the  proposed  parcel  must  conform  to  the 
RMP  decisions  and  be  offered  for  sale  at  a  public  auction. 
Those  parcels  that  do  not  sell  at  the  auction  are  available 
for  noncompetitive  sale  for  a  2-year  period  thereafter. 

Management  decisions  are  incorporated  into  the  lease 
document  as  stipulations  and  notices  before  it  is  issued. 
Public  notice  of  the  sale  (which  includes  the  list  of  parcels 
offered,  their  location,  and  the  stipulations  to  be  attached) 
is  given  45  days  prior  to  the  sale.  Significant  change  to  the 
stipulations  made  after  the  lease  is  issued  is  also  posted  for 
public  notice  for  30  days  prior  to  making  the  change. 

The  purchaser  of  a  lease  at  the  auction  must  bid  at  least  2 
dollars  per  acre.  The  bonus  bid  must  be  paid  at  the  sale,  and 
the  rent  is  due  at  the  beginning  of  each  new  year  as  long  as 
the  lease  is  held  and  is  not  producing.  Leases  purchased  at 
auction  may  be  held  for  5  years  without  production.  Leases 
purchased  noncompetitively  after  the  auction  may  be  held 
in  nonproducing  status  for  10  years.  If  the  lessee  establishes 
production,  a  royalty  of  12  1/2  percent  must  be  paid  to  the 
government.  Half  of  that  money  is  returned  to  the  state  and 
county  of  origin  for  their  use.  The  other  half  goes  into  the 
Federal  treasury  earmarked  for  reclamation  projects,  the 
National  Forest  System,  National  Park  Service,  etc. 

Separate  from  leasing  actions,  geophysical  explorationists 
may  explore  for  oil  and  gas  on  public  land.  Geophysical 
exploration  on  public  land  requires  approval  of  the  methods 
employed  and  mitigation  of  impacts.  The  BLM  resource 
area  office  must  receive  a  copy  of  the  Notice  of  Intent  to 
perform  geophysical  operations.  The  exploration  plan  is 
analyzed  for  conformance  with  the  resource  area  resource 
management  plan/EIS  and  mitigative  measures  and 
reclamation  requirements  are  attached  to  the  approval. 
BLM  specialists  examine  the  Notice  of  Intent  (the  plan  of 
operations)  and  the  site,  or  "line,"  to  be  explored,  as  well  as 
the  RMP  in  determining  appropriate  mitigative  measures 
and  reclamation  requirements. 

The  majority  of  geophysical  exploration  operations  con- 
ducted on  public  lands  are  done  by  exploration  companies. 
Some  are  associated  with  petroleum  producers,  many  are 
not.  Geophysical  exploration  operations  may  also  be  con- 
ducted on  a  lease  held  by  the  lessee  with  the  same  require- 
ments for  mitigation  of  impacts  and  reclamation.  (See 
further  discussion  of  oil  and  gas  exploration  below. ) 

A  well  must  be  drilled  in  order  to  produce  oil  and/or  gas 
from  the  lease.  Before  drilling  a  well,  the  lessee,  or  an 
operator  for  the  lessee,  must  file  an  Application  for  Permit 
to  Drill  (APD).  The  operator  must  file  the  application  with 
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the  district  or  resource  area  office  in  which  the  action  will 
take  place.  The  application  must  include  a  plan  for  the 
drilling  of  the  well  and  a  plan  for  the  protection  of  the 
surface  and  environment.  The  drilling  plan  contains  infor- 
mation as  to  the  depth  of  the  well,  how  it  will  be  constructed, 
how  groundwater  and  other  mineral  resources  will  be 
protected,  and  how  blow-outs  and  other  emergencies  will 
be  prevented  or  addressed.  The  surface  use  plan  covers 
such  concerns  as  the  location  and  amount  of  surface  distur- 
bance and  how  that  disturbance  will  be  reduced  or 
eliminated.  It  covers  mitigation  of  impacts  to  wildlife,  cul- 
tural resources,  vegetation,  soil,  surface  water,  and  other 
land  uses  and  values.  Each  resource/value  is  evaluated  in 
light  of  the  RMP  decisions.  The  operator  is  responsible  for 
incorporating  all  RMP  decisions  in  the  proposed  APD.  If 
the  APD  does  not  have  the  appropriate  information  and 
mitigation  incorporated,  the  application  may  be  modified 
or  rejected.  In  most  APDs  in  Colorado,  the  few  RMP 
decisions  not  incorporated  by  the  operator  are  attached  to 
the  approved  application  by  the  BLM  as  Conditions  of 
Approval  (COAs). 

At  a  minimum,  each  APD  is  reviewed  by  a  BLM  geologist, 
petroleum  engineer,  and  surface  reclamation  specialist  and 
by  the  Authorizing  Officer  (area  or  district  manager).  The 
geologist  evaluates  the  need  for  groundwater  and  other 
mineral  resource  protection  and  the  structural  competency 
of  casing  point  formations.  The  petroleum  engineer 
evaluates  the  drilling  plan,  the  well  construction,  and  the 
safety  of  the  operation.  The  surface  reclamation  specialist 
evaluates  the  surface  plan,  checks  the  proposal  against  the 
RMP  and  other  guidance,  conducts  the  onsite  inspection, 
analyzes  impacts,  proposes  mitigation,  and  writes  the  en- 
vironmental assessment  (EA).  The  surface  reclamation 
specialist  also  calls  on  other  expertise  as  needed  in  the 
analysis  of  impacts  and  recommendation  of  mitigation  and 
reclamation  requirements.  For  example,  the  BLM  ar- 
chaeologist would  recommend  any  needed  mitigation  for 
impacts  to  cultural  resources. 

APD  information  is  posted  in  the  local  authorizing  office 
for  a  30-day  public  notice  period.  The  APD  may  not  be 
approved  until  the  comment  period  has  expired.  Each  lease 
where  an  APD  is  proposed  is  checked  to  determine  if  a  bond 
has  been  posted  to  cover  abandonment  of  the  well  should 
the  lessee/operator  default  on  their  obligations  under  the 
lease.  Each  application  is  evaluated  as  described  above,  and 
subjected  to  a  field  inspection  of  all  proposed  disturbed 
areas.  Appropriate,  site-specific  mitigation  is  then  attached 
to  the  APD  as  COAs.  A  cultural  resource  inventory  is 
conducted  for  each  APD,  and  a  report  sent  to  the  dis- 
trict/resource area  archaeologist  for  evaluation.  In  desig- 
nated areas,  endangered  species  or  other  inventories  may 
be  conducted.  The  proposal  is  subjected  to  a  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  review  (an  EA)  that 
checks  for  conformance  with  the  RMP  and  determines 
whether  or  not  there  is  a  need  for  additional  review  (i.  e. , 
an  expanded  EA  or  environmental  impact  statement).  EAs 


are  prepared  for  all  APDs  on  Federal  lands  in  Colorado. 
When  all  impacts  are  analyzed,  all  necessary  mitigation 
incorporated,  and  the  public  notice  period  expired,  the 
APD  may  be  approved. 

In  cases  where  the  proposed  well  is  obviously  part  of  a  larger 
field  development,  and  such  development  has  not  already 
been  scrutinized  by  a  NEPA  document  other  than  the  RMP, 
a  "field  development"  EA  is  prepared.  This  EA  looks  at 
conformance  of  the  specific  field  development  with  the 
general  development  analyzed  in  the  RMP.  As  with  the  APD 
EA,  an  EIS  is  prepared  if  the  projected  field  development 
does  not  conform  with  the  analysis  of  field  development  in 
the  RMP. 

Over  the  life  of  a  field,  other  operations,  such  as  construc- 
tion of  power  lines,  pipelines,  use  of  secondary  and  tertiary 
recovery  methods,  and  other  production  facilities  may  be- 
come necessary.  Each  new  surface  disturbance  is  subjected 
to  the  same  RMP  test.  Each  is  analyzed  to  determine  im- 
pacts and  mitigation.  New  ideas  and  technology  are  incor- 
porated into  new  mitigative  measures  as  they  become 
available  and  when  they  do  not  impact  the  lease  rights 
granted.  New  ideas  and  technology  may  also  require 
amendment  or  maintenance  of  the  RMP/EIS  prior  to  use  as 
mitigation. 

As  the  well(s)  plays  out  and  comes  to  the  end  of  its  useful- 
ness, it  is  abandoned  and  the  disturbed  area  reclaimed.  The 
operator  must  submit  an  abandonment  notice  for  approval. 
The  notice  is  evaluated  by  a  geologist  and  a  petroleum 
engineer  to  determine  that  the  well  will  be  plugged  to 
protect  usable  water  zones,  other  mineral  resources,  and  the 
surface  from  contamination  by  any  oil  or  gas  that  might  leak 
up  from  the  depleted  reservoir  or  other  fluids  and  gases  up 
hole  or  on  the  surface  that  could  migrate  through  the  old 
well  bore  (and  casing  if  left  in  place)  to  harm  other  resour- 
ces. The  surface  reclamation  specialist  checks  the  final 
reclamation  proposal  to  ensure  it  is  in  accordance  with  the 
original  APD  requirements,  and,  in  some  cases,  incor- 
porates the  latest  methods  of  reclamation.  Reclamation  is 
required  to  restore  the  well  site,  road,  and  other  disturban- 
ces to  as  an  original  (or  better)  condition  as  possible.  The 
surface  reclamation  specialist  also  inspects  the  location 
once  or  twice  at  approximately  1-year  intervals  to  monitor 
the  progress  of  reclamation.  If  the  reclamation  does  not 
meet  the  requirement  set  out  in  the  APD,  the  operator  will 
re-do  those  portions  necessary  to  complete  the  goals  for  the 
reclaimed  area.  The  well  will  continue  to  be  monitored  until 
the  surface  reclamation  specialist  is  satisfied  that  the 
reclamation  has  succeeded  and  the  location  is  stable. 

The  BLM  authority  to  require  reclamation  has  only  existed 
since  the  passage  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  Management 
Act  of  1976.  Wells  abandoned  prior  to  that  time  were 
reclaimed  haphazardly  at  best  and  primarily  as  gratis  by  the 
companies  involved.  These  older  unreclaimed  sites  are 
reclaimed  by  the  BLM  as  the  need  arises  and  money  is 
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available.  In  the  majority  of  cases  "natural  reclamation"  has 
stabilized  and  revegetated  the  site.  An  attempt  to  further 
reclaim  the  location  at  this  time  would  do  more  harm  than 
good.  BLM  only  reclaims  such  locations  when  a  serious 
erosional  or  other  problem  has  developed.  Some  un- 
reclaimed locations  are  reclaimed  by  a  new  lessee  as  part  of 
a  new  lease  agreement. 

Field  operations  are  inspected  by  BLM  to  ensure  account- 
ability of  royalties  and  compliance  with  the  lease  and  permit 
safety  and  environmental  requirements.  Field  inspections 
to  wells  are  made  at  the  predrill,  construction,  drilling,  and 
production  phases.  Inspections  are  also  made  at  the  plug- 
ging of  the  well,  during  reclamation,  and  periodically  there- 
after as  necessary  to  ensure  the  reclamation  is  effective. 
Petroleum  engineering  technicians  and  surface  reclamation 
specialists  have  primary  responsibility  for  field  inspections, 
however,  other  specialists  may  inspect  wells  as  needed. 
Typically  these  specialists  include  petroleum  engineers, 
geologists,  archaeologists,  wildlife  biologists,  range  conser- 
vationists, and  others. 

The  primary  function  of  the  petroleum  engineering  tech- 
nician is  to  account  for  accurate  and  complete  measurement 
of  production.  They  perform  inspections  to  check  the  instal- 
lation and  calibration  of  measuring  devices  such  as  tanks  for 
oil  and  flow  meters  for  gas.  Petroleum  engineering  tech- 
nicians also  inspect  for  environmental,  public  health,  and 
safety  concerns. 

Operators  are  required  to  submit  monthly  production 
reports,  which  go  to  the  Minerals  Management  Service 
(MMS)  and  are  available  to  the  BLM  inspectors  electroni- 
cally. The  BLM  verifies  the  report  in  the  field  and  the  MMS 
verifies  the  royalty  payment.  The  two  agencies  work 
together  to  ensure  that  all  production  is  accounted  for  and 
royalty  is  paid. 

Operations  within  the  jurisdiction  of  other  Federal  or  state 
and  local  agencies  may  also  be  field  inspected  by  those 
agencies.  The  BLM  has  several  agreements  with  other  agen- 
cies that  specify  conditions  where  the  BLM  will  notify  the 
agency  of  violations  within  that  agency's  jurisdiction  and  in 
turn  the  agency  will  notify  the  BLM  of  violations  within  its 
jurisdiction. 

Oil  and  Gas  Exploration  and  Develop- 
ment 

Oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development  activities 
progress  through  five  phases,  which  are,  in  part,  sequen- 
tial and  may  overlap  in  time:  preliminary  exploration, 
exploratory  drilling,  development,  production,  and  aban- 
donment. Leases  are  obtained  before  the  second  phase 
(exploratory  drilling). 


Preliminary  Exploration 

Petroleum  exploration  occurs  in  unexplored  portions  of 
areas  where  petroleum  is  known  or  thought  to  occur  in 
commercial  quantities.  An  area  where  petroleum  is  thought 
to  occur  in  commercial  quantities  is  known  as  a  frontier  or 
rank  wildcat  area.  With  declining  known  oil  and  gas  sup- 
plies, it  has  become  profitable  to  explore  for  oil  and  gas  in 
less  promising  geological  provinces  and  in  areas  where  the 
climate,  terrain,  depth  of  deposits,  and  other  obstacles  have 
discouraged  previous  efforts.  Increasingly  sophisticated  ex- 
ploration techniques,  improved  oil  and  gas  drilling,  and 
transportation  technologies  have  also  enhanced  prospects 
for  locating,  extracting,  and  marketing  petroleum  resour- 
ces. 

Geological  Exploration 

Where  the  bedrock  geology  of  an  area  is  well  exposed,  it  is 
often  possible  to  predict  where  oil  might  gather.  The  poten- 
tial traps  (anticlines,  faults,  or  formations  with  varying 
porosity)  can  sometimes  be  located  with  the  aid  of  publish- 
ed geologic  maps,  aerial  photos,  and  landsat  imagery.  Oc- 
casionally, additional  data  will  be  gathered  by  aircraft.  Low 
altitude  reconnaissance  flights,  frequently  at  elevations  of 
100  to  500  feet,  help  identify  rock  outcrops  that  can  be 
studied  later  on  the  ground.  Next,  one  or  more  geologists 
may  examine  and  sample  the  rock  outcrops  in  the  area  and 
map  the  surface  geology.  Geological  exploration  can  be 
performed  with  little  surface  damage;  four-wheel  drive 
pickups,  motorcycles,  or  all  terrain  vehicles  can  be  used  to 
cover  the  area. 

Geophysical  Exploration 

Subsurface  geology  is  not  always  accurately  indicated  by 
surface  outcroppings.  In  such  cases,  geophysical  prospect- 
ing methods  are  used  to  define  subsurface  structure.  Three 
geophysical  survey  techniques  can  be  used  to  define  subsur- 
face characteristics  through  measurements  of  the  gravita- 
tional field,  the  magnetic  field,  and  seismic  reflections. 

Gravity  and  magnetic  surveys  indirectly  measure  course 
subsurface  structure.  The  fieldwork  involves  small  portable 
units,  which  are  easily  transported  via  light  off-highway 
vehicles,  such  as  four-wheel  drive  pickups  and  jeeps,  or 
aircraft.  Off-highway  vehicle  traffic  is  common  in  these  two 
types  of  surveys.  Sometimes,  small  holes  (approximately  1 
inch  by  2  inches  by  2  inches)  are  hand  dug  for  instrument 
placement  at  the  survey  measure  points.  These  two  surveys 
can  make  measurements  along  defined  lines,  but  it  is  more 
common  to  have  a  grid  of  discrete  measurement  stations. 

Seismic  reflection  surveys  are  the  most  common  of  the 
geophysical  methods  and  produce  the  most  detailed  subsur- 
face information.  The  seismic  method  detects  subsurface 
geologic  structural  information  by  producing  a  source  wave 
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at  or  near  the  surface  that  bounces  off  subsurface  layers. 
The  "echoes"  or  seismic  reflections  are  recorded  as  a  func- 
tion of  time.  The  deeper  the  subsurface  reflecting  layer,  the 
later  in  time  it  is  detected.  The  weak  seismic  reflections  are 
detected  at  the  surface  by  arrays  (groups)  of  seismometers 
or  geophones  that  are  very  similar  to  microphones.  The 
geophone  electrical  signals  are  sent  by  a  connecting  cable 
to  the  recorder  unit  where  the  signals  are  amplified  and  then 
recorded  on  a  multi-track  magnetic  tape. 

The  tape  is  later  sent  to  a  computing  center  where  it  is 
rearranged  and  computer  enhanced  to  present  the  subsur- 
face reflections  in  a  graphic  picture  called  a  Seismic  Section. 
The  seismic  reflections  are  very  weak  requiring  very  sensi- 
tive geophones.  While  the  geophones  can  "hear"  the  desired 
reflections,  they  also  detect:  cars  and  trucks,  people  and 
animals  moving  about,  water  wells  pumping,  airplanes  (at 
tens  of  thousands  of  feet  in  the  air),  trains  (many  miles 
away),  the  wind  blowing,  and  trees  and  shrubs  moving  in  the 
wind. 

Any  of  these  other  activities  can  produce  a  "noise"  at  the 
geophone,  which  often  is  stronger  than  the  desired  seismic 
reflections. 

The  seismic  reflection  method  needs  the  seismic  source  and 
geophone  arrays  along  a  straight  line.  Sometimes  it  is  pos- 
sible to  work  along  existing  roads  if  the  roads  are  straight. 
Where  practical,  existing  roads  are  used  to  facilitate  access 
to  the  seismic  operations.  The  geophone  arrays  are  normal- 
ly straight  along  the  line  length.  In  difficult  seismic  data 
areas,  however,  they  may  have  considerable  width. 

To  understand  the  subsurface  structures  in  three  dimen- 
sions, it  is  necessary  to  have  seismic  lines  recorded  in  a 
"cross"  or  line  gridded  pattern.  The  grid  spacing  between 
lines  can  be  from  a  fraction  of  a  mile  apart  to  many  miles 
apart  depending  on  the  exploration  purpose.  The  explora- 
tion purpose  will  also  determine  what  latitude,  if  any,  there 
is  in  moving  these  lines. 

The  work  of  a  seismic  crew  begins  with  the  permit  agent 
obtaining  permits  from  private  landowners  and  government 
agencies. 

The  survey  crew  next  places  pin  flags  and  other  markers  at 
uniform  intervals  along  the  seismic  line  and  carefully 
measures  the  markers  in  relation  to  precisely  known 
geographic  locations.  For  a  shot  hole  explosive  seismic 
source,  drilling  rigs  will  be  working  on  the  seismic  line. 
When  the  complete  seismic  line  is  ready,  the  geophone  crew 
arrives  and  places  the  geophones  in  arrays  in  precise  loca- 
tions to  the  flagging  and  lay  connecting  cables  between  the 
geophone  arrays  and  the  recorder  unit.  After  the  seismic 
reflection  data  is  recorded,  the  geophone  crew  picks  up  all 
the  geophones  and  connecting  cables  and  cleans  up  the 


seismic  line.  Most  of  these  individual  steps  involve  one  or 
more  equipment  trucks  to  travel  the  seismic  line  if  the 
terrain  is  driveable. 

The  seismic  reflection  method  is  usually  referred  to  by  the 
type  of  seismic  source.  The  most  common  seismic  sources 
are  vibrator,  shot  hole  explosive,  and  surface  explosive. 

The  geophysicist,  in  determining  the  seismic  exploration 
program  parameters,  will  pick  the  most  appropriate  seismic 
source  based  on  the  depth  of  exploration  interest  and  the 
degree  of  detail  needed  to  define  the  subsurface  structure. 
Vibrator  Source 

The  vibrator  method  uses  a  4x4  or  4x6  wheel  drive  truck  or 
buggy  mounted  hydraulic  vibrator  source.  Their  primary 
physical  feature  is  a  pad  (about  4  feet  square)  that  is  slowly 
lowered  from  the  center  of  the  truck  or  buggy  to  make 
contact  with  the  ground.  Connected  to  the  pad  is  the  reac- 
tion mass.  The  reaction  mass  is  moved  a  few  inches  up  and 
down  hydraulically  in  a  carefully  controlled  manner  to  send 
a  seismic  source  wave  into  the  ground. 

The  vibrator  is  a  weak  seismic  source  and  requires  two  to 
eight  vibrators  working  together  to  create  detectable  reflec- 
tions. Since  it  is  a  weak  source,  it  has  been  used  successfully 
to  gather  seismic  reflection  information  in  difficult  high 
population  areas  such  as  Los  Angeles  and  Paris. 

To  be  able  to  use  the  vibrator  source  method,  it  is  required 
that  the  seismic  line  goes  along  a  straight  road,  or  if  cross 
country,  over  gentle,  rolling  driveable  terrain. 

Conventional  Drilled  Shot  Hole  Source 

The  shot  hole  explosive  source  requires  the  drilling  of  a  hole 
to  a  predetermined  depth,  placing  explosives  at  the  bottom 
of  the  hole  and  back  filling  the  hole  with  cuttings  if  the  hole 
is  air  filled,  or  bentonite  chips  if  the  hole  is  naturally  water 
filled. 

Shot  hole  drilling  depths  will  range  normally  from  25  to  200 
feet.  The  explosive  charge  size  can  range  from  5  to  50 
pounds.  The  hole  diameter  is  typically  2  to  6  inches.  The  drill 
rigs  are  most  often  truck  or  buggy  mounted.  Cuttings  from 
drilling  the  hole  are  normally  scattered  by  hand  near  the 
shot  hole  or  put  back  in  the  shot  hole  after  explosive  charge 
placement.  Proper  preplugging  of  the  shot  hole  with 
tamped  cuttings  or  bentonite  chips  prevent  the  view  com- 
monly shown  in  the  movies  of  holes  "blowing  out. "  There 
are  some  special  source  testing  situations  that  need  the 
detonation  of  charges  in  open  holes.  A  shot  hole  that  "blows 
out"  causes  a  very  poor  seismic  source  wave  that  is  very 
detrimental  to  the  seismic  reflection  method.  Detonation  of 
a  properly  preplugged  shot  hole  will  create  the  best  seismic 
source  wave  and  cause  no  surface  disturbance. 


C-4 


Portable  Drilled  Shot  Hole  Source 

Special  limited  depth  drill  rigs  can  be  moved  in  pieces  by  a 
helicopter.  Helicopter  portable  drills  are  used  where  ac- 
cess limitations  or  topography  restraints  prevent  use  of 
conventional  truck  or  buggy  mounted  drill  rigs.  This  is  a  very 
expensive  option,  which  also  places  significant  limits  on  the 
depth  of  drilling,  and  consequently,  the  size  of  the  explosive 
charge.  These  limits  can  severely  restrict  the  reflection 
methods  ability  to  define  subsurface  structures. 

Surface  Explosive  Source 

The  surface  explosive  source  method  involves  placing  puds 
(pouches)  of  explosives  on  a  number  of  stakes  driven  into 
the  ground.  This  is  also  called  the  Poulter  method,  named 
after  its  developer. 

The  explosive  puds  range  in  size  from  1  to  5  pounds.  The 
stakes  are  typically  4  to  8  feet  in  height.  The  number  of 
stakes  used  in  the  source  array  can  range  from  a  few  to  the 
more  common  10.  Occasionally  the  explosives  are  placed  on 
the  ground  or  snow,  but  this  is  a  less  effective  source  wave 
technique.  Use  of  tall  (6-foot)  stakes  or  placing  the  ex- 
plosives on  the  surface  of  deep  snow  results  in  little  visible 
surface  disturbance,  in  contrast  to  the  noise  level  of  the 
detonations.  The  surface  explosive  method  is  very  mobile. 
Generally  4x4  vehicles  are  used  for  transportation,  although 
it  can  be  supported  with  animal  pack  teams  or  helicopters. 


Fluid  Minerals  Management 

Mini-hole  Explosive  Source 

The  mini-hole  explosive  source  can  be  used  in  favorable 
conditions.  A  very  small  portable  unit  is  use  to  drill  a 
number  (a  source  array)  of  small  diameter  shallow  holes. 
The  holes  are  usually  2  to  3  inches  in  diameter,  drilled  to 
depths  of  5  to  IS  feet  and  each  hole  loaded  with  a  small,  1 
pound  or  less,  explosive  charge.  These  holes  are  detonated 
simultaneously  to  produce  a  seismic  source  wave.  This 
method,  however,  is  usually  limited  to  defining  shallow 
subsurface  structures,  and  therefore,  cannot  often  be  sub- 
stituted for  the  significantly  more  effective  deep  shot  holes. 

A  given  area  may  be  explored  several  times  by  the  same  or 
different  companies  over  a  period  of  time.  Multiple  explora- 
tion is  undertaken  for  a  variety  of  reasons-first  attempts 
may  have  been  unsuccessful,  the  depth  of  exploration  inter- 
est may  have  changed,  other  competitive  companies  want 
their  own  information,  or  improved  techniques  and/or 
equipment  are  used. 

All  the  work  required  to  obtain  exploration  seismic  data 
does  not  guarantee  that  the  data  will  indicate  any  necessary 
subsurface  structures-let  alone  a  subsurface  structure  con- 
taining hydrocarbons.  For  the  explorationist,  the  unfor- 
tunate reality  is  that  obtaining  seismic  data  most  often  leads 
to  the  decision  that  an  area  does  not  have  adequate  subsur- 
face structures  or  structures  containing  economic  hydrocar- 
bons and  therefore  no  drilling  will  follow. 
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TYPES  OF  OIL  AND  GAS  DRILLING 
AND  PRODUCTION 

Oil  and  gas  wells  are  drilled  primarily  with  rotary  drilling 
rigs.  The  rigs  use  mud  or  compressed  air  as  a  medium  to 
cool  the  drilling  tools,  carry  cuttings  to  the  surface,  and,  in 
the  case  of  mud,  to  stabilize  the  drilled  hole.  In  the  early 
days  of  drilling,  the  "cable  tool"  rig  was  the  predominant 
method  of  drilling.  Cable  tools  were  largely  replaced  by 
rotary  rigs  in  the  1950s.  Some  of  the  oldest  wells  still  produc- 
ing in  Colorado  were  drilled  with  cable  tool  rigs. 

The  method  of  drilling  is  generally  the  same  regardless  of 
the  target  production.  The  depth  of  the  target  usually  has 
more  to  do  with  the  method  of  drilling  than  the  type  of 
production.  In  general,  deeper  wells  require  larger  rigs, 
which  in  turn  require  larger  drill  pads.  Because  oil  is  more 
valuable  than  gas,  gas  wells  tend  to  be  shallower  in  depth. 
The  reason  is  that  deeper  wells  cost  more  and  the  lower 
profitability  of  gas  production  means  they  do  not  bear  the 
higher  cost  of  deeper  wells.  The  size  of  the  anticipated 
production  also  has  a  bearing  on  the  expense  a  given 
production  will  bear.  For  example,  a  very  large  gas  produc- 
ing reservoir  may  better  bear  the  cost  of  deeper  drilling  than 
a  shallow,  low  producing  oil  reservoir.  But,  all  else  being  the 
same,  deeper  reservoirs  cost  more  to  develop  than  shallow 
ones. 

The  biggest  differences  among  the  various  types  of  oil  and 
gas  wells  occur  in  the  production  phase  of  operations.  The 
same  basic  rotary  drilling  methods  are  used  for  drilling  all 
types  of  oil  and  gas  wells. 

Oil  and  Gas  Co-Production 

Reservoirs  that  produce  both  oil  and  natural  gas  require  the 
siting  of  facilities  for  the  production,  clean-up,  and  storage 
and/or  transportation  of  the  products  on  location  (i.  e. ,  the 
well  pad).  If  the  well  produces  naturally,  that  is  the  gas  and 
oil  flow  to  the  surface  under  natural  pressures,  only  a  series 
of  pipes  and  valves  at  the  well  "head"  are  required  to  regu- 
late the  flow  of  product  to  the  surface.  If  there  is  no,  or 
insufficient,  natural  pressure,  a  pump  is  installed  to  lift  the 
product  to  the  surface.  Once  the  oil  and  gas  comes  to  the 
surface,  it  travels  through  pipes  to  separation  equipment 
where  water  and  gases  such  as  carbon  dioxide  are  removed, 
and  the  gas  and  oil  are  separated.  The  water  and  oil  are 
piped  to  respective  storage  facilities  and  the  gas  put  into  a 
transmission  pipeline.  In  a  few  cases,  separation/clean-up 
and/or  storage  facilities  are  located  off  the  well  pad  for 
common  use  by  more  than  one  well.  But,  in  the  great 
majority  of  the  wells  in  the  study  area,  all  facilities  are 
located  on  the  same  pad  on  which  the  well  was  drilled. 

Gas  is  transported  to  market  through  a  network  of  gathering 
pipelines  from  each  well  to  a  transmission  line.  The  gather- 


ing system  usually  consists  of  pipe  of  2  to-4  inches  in 
diameter,  which  is  laid  on  the  ground  or  buried  several  feet 
below  the  surface.  BLM  most  often  requires  that  lines  be 
laid  near  the  access  road  or  buried  under  it  to  save  addition- 
al surface  disturbance.  Measurement  of  gas  is  usually 
through  a  differential  pressure  recorder  on  the  well  pad. 

Oil  is  produced  into  tanks  either  on  the  well  pad  or  a 
common  tank  near  the  well.  The  oil  is  measured  for  sale 
from  these  tanks  and  transported  to  distribution  points  by 
special  truck.  In  the  case  of  some  highly  productive  fields, 
oil  carrying  pipelines  may  be  laid  to  a  distribution  point  or 
refinery.  In  these  cases,  there  is  a  network  of  pipelines  to 
each  well  similar  to  that  for  the  gas  gathering  system.  The 
oil  gathering  lines  are  usually  4  to  6  inches  in  diameter,  and 
measurement  is  either  through  a  sales  tank  or  a  sales  meter 
attached  to  the  line. 

In  some  areas,  hydrogen  sulfide  (also  known  as  H2S  or  sour 
gas)  may  be  found  with  the  hydrocarbon  production.  In 
these  cases,  special  stainless  steel  pipe  is  used  to  contain  the 
production  until  the  hydrogen-sulfide  can  be  separated 
from  the  hydrocarbons.  The  hydrogen  sulfide  is  disposed  of 
by  incineration  or  neutralized  by  sulfur  extraction. 

Oil  Production 

Typically,  oil  is  produced  in  association  with  water  and  gas; 
however,  in  some  cases  oil  is  produced  with  almost  no  water 
nor  associated  gas.  The  facilities  to  produce  such  oil  are  the 
same  as  those  described  above  without  the  equipment  for 
gas  cleanup  and  measurement. 

Dry  Gas  Production 

Dry  gas  is  a  term  applied  to  any  natural  gas  produced 
without  oil.  It  usually  has  some  water  associated  and  may 
have  a  small  amount  of  light  liquid  hydrocarbons,  called 
"drip"  or  condensate.  Dry  gas  wells  typically  have  only  a 
"christmas  tree"  or  valve/gauge  assembly,  showing  above 
ground.  Production  facilities  may  include  a  pit  or  tank  for 
the  collection  of  separated  produced  water  and  a  small  tank 
for  the  storage  of  the  liquid  hydrocarbons.  As  with  oil  and 
gas  production,  there  is  a  gathering  pipeline  and  sales  meter 
for  gas  distribution. 

Carbon  Dioxide  Production 

Carbon  dioxide  is  produced  in  a  manner  similar  to  dry  gas. 
But,  carbon  dioxide,  in  combination  with  water,  may  form 
carbonic  acid,  which  is  very  corrosive.  The  produced  gas, 
therefore,  must  be  "cleaned"  (impurities  removed)  as  soon 
as  possible  after  it  reaches  the  surface.  For  that  reason, 
stainless  steel  piping  is  used  from  well  head  to  separator, 
and  separators  are  placed  as  close  as  possible  to  the  well 
head.  Usually  a  single  large  separator  is  located  to  service 
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several  wells.  The  use  of  some  stainless  steel  pipe  and 
common  separators  are  the  two  most  distinguishing  surface 
features  of  carbon  dioxide  production. 

Exploratory  Drilling 

Drilling  does  not  begin  until  a  lease  has  been  acquired  by 
the  operator.  When  preliminary  investigations  are 
favorable  and  warrant  further  exploration,  exploratory  drill- 
ing may  be  justified.  Stratigraphic  tests  and  wildcat  tests  are 
the  two  types  of  exploratory  drill  holes. 

"Strat"  tests  involve  drilling  relatively  shallow  holes  to  sup- 
plement seismic  data.  The  holes  are  usually  from  100  to 
several  thousand  feet  deep,  and  are  drilled  primarily  by 
rotary  drill  rigs.  As  the  rock  is  drilled,  the  resulting  rock 
chips  are  brought  to  the  surface  by  a  high-pressure  airflow 
or  circulating  drilling  mud.  Samples  of  these  chips  are 
collected,  bagged,  and  identified  as  to  depth  of  origin.  They 
are  then  studied  by  a  geologist  to  determine  such  data  as 
rock  type,  age,  and  formation. 

Truck-mounted  drilling  equipment  for  strat  tests  is  fairly 
mobile;  therefore,  roads  and  trails  to  test  sites  on  level  solid 
ground  are  temporary  and  involve  minimal  construction.  In 
hilly  or  mountainous  areas,  more  road  building  is  necessary. 

Generally,  access  roads  are  bladed  12  to  14  feet  wide  and 
are  not  crowned  nor  ditched.  Some  roads  may  simply  be 
surface  scraped;  i.  e. ,  vegetation  is  clipped  off  next  to  the 
soil  surface.  Other  roads  may  require  cuts  in  excess  of  20 
feet  and  fills  exceeding  10  feet.  Strat  tests  requiring  a  large 
amount  of  construction  (i.  e. ,  several  acres  of  cut  and  fill 
described  previously)  are  unusual  since  construction  costs 
may  outweigh  the  information  gained. 

A  space  of  about  one-half  acre  or  less  is  leveled  and  cleared 
of  vegetation  for  the  average  drill  site.  If  high  pressure  air 
is  used  to  remove  rock  chips  or  rock  cuttings,  rock  dust  may 
be  emitted  into  the  air  when  samples  are  not  being  collected. 
If  mud  is  used  as  a  drilling  fluid,  mud  pits  may  be  dug;  more 
commonly,  portable  mud  tanks  are  used.  Usually  1  to  3  days 
are  required  to  drill  the  test  holes,  depending  on  depth  to 
and  hardness  of  the  bedrock.  In  areas  with  shallow,  high- 
pressure,  water  bearing  zones,  casing  may  be  required  to 
keep  water  out  of  the  hole. 

After  the  surface  and  subsurface  geological  studies,  the 
seismic,  and  other  geophysical  surveys,  comes  the  evalua- 
tion of  the  prospect.  Only  by  drilling  a  wildcat  well  (a  well 
drilled  in  unproved  territory)  will  the  oil  company  know  if 
the  rocks  in  the  prospect  they  have  identified  contain  oil  or 
gas. 

Nationally,  about  1  in  16  wildcat  wells  produces  significant 
amounts  of  oil  or  gas.  Locally,  success  ratios  may  be  as  high 
as  one  in  10.  The  deeper  wells  may  require  several  months 
or  more  to  complete;  shallower  wells  up  to  a  few  thousand 


feet  deep  may  be  completed  in  as  little  as  a  few  weeks.  As  a 
general  rule,  the  deeper  the  test,  the  larger  the  drilling  rig 
and  facilities  required. 

Prior  to  approval  for  drilling,  onsite  inspections  are  con- 
ducted with  the  proposed  drill  pad  and  access  road  staked 
out,  to  assess  potential  impacts  and  attach  appropriate 
mitigative  conditions  to  the  permit  to  drill.  A  drill  "pad" 
(well  site)  from  1  to  4  acres  in  size  is  then  cleared  of  all 
vegetation,  and  leveled  for  the  drill  rig,  mud  pumps,  mud 
(or  reserve)  pit,  generators,  pipe  rack,  and  tool  house. 
Topsoil  and  native  vegetation  are  usually  removed  and 
stockpiled  for  use  in  the  reclamation  process.  The  mud  pit 
may  be  lined  with  plastic  or  bentonite  to  prevent  fluid  loss 
or  prevent  contamination  of  water  resources.  Other 
facilities  such  as  storage  tanks  for  water  and  fuel  are  located 
on  the  pad  or  are  positioned  nearby  on  a  separate  cleared 
area.  If  the  well  site  is  not  large  enough  for  the  equipment 
required  to  rig- up  (prepare  the  drilling  rig  for  operation),  a 
separate  staging  area  may  be  constructed.  Staging  areas  are 
usually  no  larger  than  200  by  200  feet  and  may  simply  be  a 
wide  flat  spot  along  the  access  road  on  which  vehicles  and 
equipment  are  parked. 

Five  thousand  to  15,000  gallons  of  water  a  day  may  be 
needed  for  mixing  drilling  mud,  cleaning  equipment,  cool- 
ing engines,  etc,  for  each  well.  A  surface  pipeline  may  be 
laid  to  a  stream  or  a  water  well,  or  the  water  may  be  trucked 
to  the  site  from  ponds  or  streams  in  the  area. 

The  rigs  are  very  large  and  may  be  moved  in  pieces.  In  some 
instances,  rigs  can  be  moved  short  distances  on  level  terrain 
with  little  or  no  dismantling  of  equipment,  which  will  short- 
en the  tearing-down  and  rigging-up  time.  Moving  a  dis- 
mantled rig  involves  use  of  heavy  trucking  equipment  for 
transportation,  and  crews  to  erect  the  rig.  Gross  weight  of 
vehicles  may  run  in  excess  of  80,000  pounds. 

In  order  to  move  a  drill  rig  and  well  service  equipment  from 
one  site  to  another,  and  to  allow  access  to  each  site,  tem- 
porary roads  may  be  built.  These  roads  are  generally  16  to 
18  feet  wide  (driving  surface)  and  maybe  as  short  as 200  feet 
or  as  long  as  10  miles  or  more.  Bulldozers,  graders,  and 
other  types  of  heavy  equipment  are  used  to  construct  and 
maintain  temporary  wildcat  roads. 

The  start  of  a  well  is  called  "spudding  in."  A  short  piece  of 
tubing  called  conductor  pipe  is  forced  into  the  ground 
(sometimes  with  a  piledriver),  and  cemented  in  place.  This 
keeps  surface  sand  and  dirt  from  sloughing  into  the  well 
hole.  Next,  the  regular  drill  bit  and  drill  string  (the  column 
of  drill  pipe)  take  over.  These  pass  vertically  through  a 
heavy  steel  turntable  (the  rotary  table)  on  the  derrick  floor 
and  the  conductor  pipe.  The  rotary  table  is  geared  to  one  or 
more  engines,  and  rotates  the  drill  string  and  bit.  As  the  bit 
bores  deeper  into  the  earth,  the  drill  string  is  lengthened  by 
adding  more  pipe  to  the  upper  end.  (See  Figure  A-l). 
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FIGURE   A-l 
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1.  Veil   is  initially  started   with 
an  oversized  bit  and  drilled 
up   to   50   feet   deep.  A 
large-diameter  pipe   known 
as   a   conductor  pipe   is    ' 
lowered  into  the  hole  to 
keep  surface   soil  fron 
stuffing  into  the  hole  while 
the   surface   casing  hole   ts 
being   drilled  out. 
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2.  Cement  is  placed  in  the 
annulus   (the   space   between 
the  well  hole  and  the  pipe 
or  between  a  smaller  and 
larger  pipe). 


Surface 
Casing 


3.   Surface    casing   hole   is   drilled 
out   from   inside   the   conductor 
pipe   to   a  predetermined 
depthj   typically   about   10% 
of  the   total   depth 


A.  Surface   casing  is   lowered 
into   the   hole. 
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Annulus 


5.  Cement  is  pumped  down  the 
surface   casing  and   forced   up 
the   outside   through  the 
annulus.   The   cement  Is   used 
to  hold  the   surface   casing 
in  place,  it   protects   shallow 
fresh  water   and   other   nineral 
zones. 


The   well  is   deepened   using   a 
bit  smaller   than   the   surface 
casing.   The   well   Is  now   drilled 
to  Its'   final   depth  In   deep 
wells,   intermediate   casing   is 
set  before   drilling   to   the 
final   depth. 


£ 


'hrd 


Annulus 


7.  The   intermediate   casing,   or   production 
casing   is   lowered   into   the   hole. 
Cement   is   punped   down   the    casing   and 
up   the   outside   through   the    annulus 
to   seal   the   casing   in   place.      This 
cement   will   also   isolate   and   protect 
all   hydrocarbon-bearing   zones,   fresh 
water   zones,   and   other   zones   of .  interest 


8.  Dnce   the   production   casing   is   in  place, 
perforations    are   made   through   the   casing 
and    cement   Into   the    producing    formation. 
Techniques   are    then   used   to   increase   the 
flow   of   oil   and   gas   into    the    well. 
Production   tubing   is   hung   down   the   well 
to   the   producing   zone.   Dil   and   gas   flow 
Into    the    well    and    either    flow    or   are 
pumped   up   the   production   tu5:  ;ng   to   the 
surface. 
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Once  the  hole  reaches  a  depth  of  several  hundred  feet, 
another  string  of  pipe  (the  surface  casing)  is  set  inside  the 
conductor  pipe  and  cemented  in  place  by  pumping  cement 
between  the  casing  and  hole  wall.  Surface  casing  acts  as  a 
safety  device  to  protect  freshwater  zones  (aquifers)  from 
drilling  fluid  contamination.  To  prevent  the  well  from  "blow- 
ing out"  in  the  event  the  drill  bit  hits  a  high  pressure  zone, 
"blowout  preventers"  (large  metal  rams)  are  installed 
around  the  surface  casing  just  below  the  derrick  floor.  These 
rams  will  close  around,  crushing  the  drill  string  and  sealing 
the  well  in  the  event  of  a  blowout. 

After  setting  the  surface  casing,  drilling  resumes  using  a 
smaller  diameter  bit.  Depending  on  well  conditions,  addi- 
tional strings  of  casings  (intermediate  casing)  may  be  run 
(installed)  before  the  well  reaches  the  objective  depth  (total 
depth  or  "T.  D. "). 

During  drilling,  a  mixture  of  water,  clay,  and  chemical  ad- 
ditives known  as  "mud"  are  continuously  pumped  down  the 
drill  pipe. 

It  exits  through  holes  in  the  bit  and  returns  to  the  surface 
outside  the  drill  pipe.  As  the  mud  circulates,  it  cleans  and 
cools  the  bit  and  carries  the  rock  chips  (cuttings)  to  the 
surface. 

It  also  helps  to  seal  off  the  sides  of  the  hole  (thus  preventing 
cave-ins),  and  to  control  the  pressure  of  any  water,  gas,  or 
oil  encountered  by  the  drill  bit. 

The  mud  is  the  first  line  of  defense  against  a  possible 
blow-out  since  it  is  used  to  control  pressure.  It  is  for  this 
reason  that  a  pit  full  of  "reserve"  mud  (the  reserve  pit)  is 
maintained  on  location.  The  reserve  mud  is  used  in  emer- 
gencies to  restore  the  proper  drilling  environment  when 
radical  or  unexpected  changes  in  down-hole  pressure  are 
encountered. 

The  cuttings  are  separated  from  the  mud  and  sampled  so 
that  geologists  can  note  and  analyze  (log)  the  various  strata 
through  which  the  bit  is  passing.  The  rest  of  the  cuttings  pass 
into  the  reserve  pit  as  waste.  Some  holes  are  drilled  at  least 
partially  with  compressed  air  which  serves  the  same  pur- 
pose as  drilling  mud  of  cooling  and  cleaning  the  bit  and 
evacuating  the  cuttings  from  the  hole. 

During  or  at  completion  of  drilling  activity,  the  well  is 
logged.  Logging  means  measuring  with  geophysical  instru- 
ments the  physical  characteristics  of  the  rock  formations 
and  associated  fluids  through  which  the  borehole  passed. 
These  instruments  are  lowered  to  the  bottom  of  the  well, 
and  slowly  raised  to  the  surface  while  recording  data.  Other 
measuring  procedures  include  the  drill  stem  test,  in  which 
pressures  are  recorded  and  fluid  samples  taken  from  zones 
of  interest.  After  studying  the  data  from  those  logs  and  tests, 
the  geologist  and/or  petroleum  engineer  decide  if  the  well 
will  produce  petroleum. 


If  the  well  did  not  encounter  oil  and  gas,  it  is  plugged  with 
cement  and  abandoned.  The  well  pad  and  access  road  are 
recontoured  and  revegetated. 

If  the  well  will  produce,  casing  is  run  to  the  producing  zone 
and  cemented  in  place.  A  proper  cementing  of  the  produc- 
tion casing  string  is  required  to  provide  coverage  and 
prevent  interzonal  communication  between  oil  and  gas 
horizons  and  usable  water  zones.  Initially,  this  is  ac- 
complished by  placement  of  steel  casing  from  the  ground 
surface  to  a  depth  generally  ranging  between  200  and  1,000 
feet .  The  actual  length  of  this  "surface  casing"  is  dependent 
on  factors  such  as  depth  of  freshwater  zones,  anticipated 
formation  pressures,  and  the  length  of  the  next  smaller 
casing  to  be  set.  The  annular  space  between  the  borehole 
and  the  exterior  of  the  surface  casing  is  required  to  be  filled 
with  cement.  Cement  is  pumped  down  the  casing  and 
around  the  bottom  until  cement  is  returned  to  the  surface 
outside  of  the  casing.  This  ensures  cement  completely  fills 
the  annular  space  and  precludes  interzonal  migration  of 
formation  fluids  (i.  e. ,  groundwater).  Following  the  place- 
ment of  surface  casing,  the  hole  is  drilled  deeper  and  more 
casing  is  installed.  Cement  is  placed  in  a  similar  fashion  to 
the  surface  pipe,  however,  a  quantity  of  cement  sufficient  to 
cover  and  isolate  only  those  zones  having  hydrocarbons, 
usable  water,  or  other  mineral  values. 

If  the  determination  is  made  that  water  monitoring  wells  are 
necessary  in  a  given  area,  a  separate  borehole  specifically 
designed  as  a  monitoring  well  should  be  completed.  Logical 
placement  of  a  monitoring  well  would  be  in  a  protected 
location  at  the  edge  or  just  off  the  well  pad  (generally  100 
to  200  feet  from  producing  well  bore).  It  should  be  noted 
also  that  monitoring  wells  and  other  relatively  shallow 
boreholes  have  often  had  adverse  impacts  on  the  most 
critical  groundwater  source  because  of  interzonal  flows  and 
introduction  of  bacteria  and  other  contaminants  into  the 
system.  The  drill  rig  is  usually  replaced  by  a  smaller  rig  that 
is  used  for  the  final  phase  of  completing  the  well. 

Development 

If  a  wildcat  well  becomes  a  discovery  well  (a  well  that  yields 
commercial  quantities  of  oil  or  gas),  development  wells  will 
be  drilled  to  confirm  the  discovery,  to  establish  the  extent 
of  the  field,  and  to  efficiently  drain  the  reservoir.  The  pro- 
cedures for  drilling  development  wells  are  about  the  same 
as  for  wildcats,  except  there  is  usually  less  subsurface  sam- 
pling, testing,  and  evaluation.  If  formation  pressure  can 
raise  oil  to  the  surface,  the  well  will  be  completed  as  a 
flowing  well.  Several  downhole  acid  or  fracture  treatments 
may  be  necessary  to  enhance  the  formation  permeability  to 
make  the  well  flow. 

When  a  well  is  "acidized,"  this  refers  to  the  process  of 
placing  acid  in  the  well  bore  across  the  productive  interval 
that  causes  the  solution  of  some  of  the  mineral  materials 
(e.  g.,  calicide,  dolorite,  etc. ),  which  reside  around  the  pore 
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space.  Upon  solution  and  removal  of  these  minerals, 
porosity  and  permeability  are  enhanced.  When  a  well  is 
hydro-fractured,  it  simply  means  fluid,  usually  gelled  water, 
is  pumped  down  the  well,  through  perforations  in  the  casing 
and  into  the  formation.  Pumping  pressures  are  increased 
to  the  point  where  the  formation  fractures  or  breaks,  and 
the  sand  is  added  to  the  injection  fluid  to  "prop-open"  the 
crack  once  the  pressure  is  released.  The  pressures  required 
to  fracture  a  given  formation  is  generally  quite  predictable 
based  on  rock  type  and  depth.  For  some  formations,  espe- 
cially coals,  abnormally  high  pressures  are  required  to  frac- 
ture them. 

Pressures,  volumes,  and  rates  are  all  measured  and 
monitored  during  the  fracture  process.  These  parameters 
provide  information  as  to  how  the  formation  is  behaving  and 
if  the  fracture  is  propagating  within  the  desired  interval  (i. 
e.,  staying  in  zone).  This  is  especially  true  in  coals,  as  sus- 
tained "high"  injection  pressure  indicates  the  fracture  is 
moving  through  the  coal. 

If  pressures  fall  off,  it  indicates  the  fracture  has  extended 
beyond  the  coals  and  the  operation  can  be  halted.  In  addi- 
tion to  using  the  foregoing  parameters  to  monitor  fracture 
behavior,  other  methods  for  fracture  geometry  and  extent 
available  (e.g.,  tracer  and  tiltimeter  surveys).  Control  is 
maintained  throughout  the  fracture  operation. 

A  free-flowing  well  is  simply  closed  off  with  an  assembly  of 
valves,  pipes,  and  fittings  (called  a  Christmas  tree)  to  control 
the  flow  of  oil  and  gas  to  other  production  facilities.  A  gas 
well  may  be  flared  for  a  short  period  to  measure  the  amount 
of  gas  per  day  the  well  can  produce,  then  shut  in  or  con- 
nected to  a  gas  pipeline. 

If  the  well  is  not  free-flowing,  it  will  be  necessary  to  use 
artificial  lift  (pump)  methods.  These  are  explained,  along 
with  well  production  equipment  and  procedures,  in  the 
following  section  on  production.  After  a  pump  is  installed, 
the  well  may  be  tested  for  days  or  months  to  see  if  it  is 
economically  justifiable  to  produce  the  well  and  to  drill 
additional  development  wells.  During  this  phase,  more 
detailed  seismic  work  may  be  run  to  assist  in  precisely 
locating  the  petroleum  reservoir  and  to  improve  previous 
seismic  work. 

As  with  wildcat  wells,  field  development  well  locations  will 
be  surveyed.  A  well  spacing  pattern  must  be  established  by 
the  state,  with  approval  of  the  BLM.  (See  Figure  A-2). 

Oil  well  spacing  for  production  from  Federal  leases  is  usual- 
ly a  minimum  of  40  acres.  Most  gas  well  spacing  for  produc- 
tion from  Federal  leases  uses  units  of  160, 320,  and  640  acres 
per  well.  Spacing  for  both  oil  and  gas  wells  is  based  on  the 
characteristics  of  the  producing  formation.  If  a  field  is 
producing  from  more  than  one  formation,  the  surface  loca- 
tion of  the  wells  may  be  much  closer  than  one  per  40  acres. 


Once  well  spacing  has  been  approved,  development  of  the 
lease  proceeds. 

During  the  development  stage,  the  road  system  of  the  area 
is  greatly  expanded.  Once  it  is  known  which  wells  produce 
and  their  potential  productive  life,  a  permanent  road  system 
can  be  designed  and  built.  Because  it  often  takes  several 
years  to  develop  a  field  and  determine  field  boundaries,  the 
permanent  road  system  is  usually  built  in  segments.  Since 
the  roads  in  an  expanding  and  developing  field  are  built  in 
segments,  many  temporary  roads  (built  initially  for  wildcats 
or  development)  end  up  as  long-term  (in  excess  of  15  years) 
main  access  or  haul  roads.  The  planning  of  temporary  roads 
for  wildcats  and  development  wells  is  done  with  road  con- 
version to  long  term  in  mind. 

Since  development  wells  have  longer  life  spans  than  wildcat 
wells,  access  roads  for  development  wells  are  better 
planned,  designed,  and  constructed.  Access  roads  are  nor- 
mally limited  to  one  main  route  to  serve  the  lease  areas,  with 
a  maintained  side  road  to  each  well.  Upgrading  of  tem- 
porary roads  may  include  ditching,  draining,  installing  cul- 
verts, graveling,  crowning,  or  capping  the  roadbed.  The 
amount  of  surface  area  needed  for  roads  would  be  similar 
to  that  for  temporary  roads  mentioned  earlier,  and  would 
also  be  dependent  on  topography  and  loads  to  be 
transported  over  it.  Generally,  main  access  roads  are  20  to 
24  feet  wide  and  side  roads  are  14  to  18  feet  wide.  These 
dimensions  are  for  the  driving  surface  of  the  road  and  not 
the  maximum  surface  disturbance  associated  with  ditches, 
back  cuts,  or  fills.  The  difference  in  disturbance  is  simply  a 
matter  of  topography.  Surface  disturbance  in  excess  of  130 
feet  is  not  unusual  in  steep  terrain  (slopes  exceeding  30 
percent). 

When  an  oil  field  is  developed  on  the  current  minimum 
spacing  pattern  of  40  acres  per  well,  the  wells  are  1,320  feet 
apart  in  both  north-south  and  east-west  directions.  If  a 
section  (1  square  mile)  is  developed  with  16  wells,  at  least  4 
miles  of  access  roads  are  built.  In  mountainous  terrain,  the 
length  of  access  roads  may  be  increased  since  steep  slopes, 
deep  canyons,  and  unstable  soil  areas  must  often  be  circum- 
vented in  order  to  construct  stable  access  to  the  wells. 

Surface  use  in  a  gas  field  may  be  similar  to  an  oil  field 
(though  usually  less)  even  though  the  spacing  of  wells  is 
usually  160  acres.  Though  a  160- acre  spacing  requires  only 
four  wells  per  section,  the  associated  pipeline  system  often 
has  similar  initial  surface  requirements  (acreage  of  surface 
disturbance). 

In  addition  to  roads,  other  surface  uses  for  development 
drilling  may  include  flowlines;  storage  tank  batteries; 
facilities  to  separate  oil,  gas  and  water  (separators  and 
treaters);  and  injection  wells  for  salt  water  disposal.  Some 
of  the  facilities  may  be  installed  at  each  producing  well  site, 
and  others  at  places  situated  to  serve  several  wells.  These 
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Figure  A-2.  Oil  and  Gas  Spacing  for  a  Standard  640-Acre  Section.  Wells 
must  stay  at  least  200'  inside  lease  boundary  line,  a  Ideally  spaced  well. 
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facilities  are  discussed  more  in  the  following  production 
section. 

Surface  use  in  an  oil  and  gas  field  may  be  affected  by 
unitization  of  the  leaseholds.  In  many  areas  with  Federal 
lands,  an  exploratory  unit  is  formed  before  a  wildcat  is 
drilled.  The  boundary  of  the  unit  is  based  on  geologic  data. 
The  developers  unitize  the  field  by  entering  into  an  agree- 
ment to  develop  and  generate  it  as  a  unit,  without  regard  to 
separate  ownerships.  Costs  and  benefits  are  allocated  ac- 
cording to  agreed  terms. 

Unitization  reduces  the  surface-use  requirements  because 
all  wells  are  operated  as  though  on  a  single  lease.  Duplica- 
tion of  field  processing  facilities  is  minimized  because 
development  operations  are  planned  and  conducted  by  a 
single  unit  operator,  often  resulting  in  fewer  wells. 

The  rate  of  development  well  drilling  depends  on  whether 
the  field  is  operated  on  an  individual  lease  basis  or  unitized, 
the  probability  of  profitable  production,  the  availability  of 
drilling  equipment,  protective  drilling  requirements  (drill- 
ing requirements  to  protect  Federal  land  from  subsurface 
petroleum  drainage  by  off-setting  non-Federal  wells),  and 
the  degree  to  which  limits  of  the  field  are  known.  The  most 
important  development  rate  factor  may  be  the  quantity  of 
production.  If  the  discovery  well  has  a  high  rate  of  produc- 
tion and  substantial  reserves,  development  drilling  usually 
proceeds  at  a  fairly  rapid  pace.  If  there  is  some  question 
whether  reserves  are  sufficient  to  warrant  additional  wells, 
development  drilling  may  occur  at  a  much  slower  pace.  An 
evaluation  period  to  observe  production  performance  may 
follow  between  the  drilling  of  successive  wells. 

Development  on  an  individual  lease  basis  usually  proceeds 
more  rapidly  than  under  unitization,  since  each  lessee  must 
drill  his  own  well  to  obtain  production  from  the  field.  On  a 
unitized  basis,  however,  all  owners  within  the  participating 
area  share  in  production  of  a  well  regardless  of  whose  lease 
the  well  is  on.  Spacing  requirements  are  not  applicable  to 
unit  wells.  The  unit  is  developed  on  whatever  the  operator 
considers  to  be  the  optimal  spacing  pattern  to  maximize 
recovery. 

As  mentioned  earlier,  drilling  in  an  undeveloped  part  of  a 
lease  to  prevent  drainage  of  petroleum  to  an  offset  well  on 
an  adjoining  lease  (protective  drilling)  is  frequently  re- 
quired in  fields  of  intermingled  Federal  and  privately- 
owned  land.  The  terms  of  Federal  leases  require  such 
drilling  if  the  offset  well  is  on  non-Federal  lands,  or  on 
Federal  lands  leased  at  a  lower  royalty  rate.  Many  fields  go 
through  several  development  phases.  A  field  may  be  con- 
sidered fully  developed  and  produce  for  several  years,  then 
a  well  may  be  drilled  to  a  deeper  pay  zone.  Discovery  of  a 
new  pay  zone  in  an  existing  field  is  a  "pool"  discovery,  as 
distinguished  from  a  new  field  discovery.  A  pool  discovery 
may  lead  to  the  drilling  of  additional  wells-often  from  the 
same  drilling  pad  as  existing  wells-with  the  boreholes 


separated  only  by  feet  or  inches.  Existing  wells  may  also  be 
drilled  deeper. 

Usually  4-  to  6-inch  diameter  pipelines  transport  the 
petroleum  between  the  well,  the  treating  and  separating 
facilities,  and  central  collection  points.  These  lines  can  be 
on  the  surface,  buried,  or  elevated.  Most  pipelines  in  the 
planning  areas  are  buried. 

Trucking  and  pipelining  are  the  two  methods  used  separate- 
ly or  in  conjunction  to  transport  oil  out  of  a  lease  or  unitized 
area.  Trucking  is  used  to  transport  crude  oil  from  small 
fields  where  installation  of  pipelines  is  not  economical  and 
the  natural  gas  in  the  field  is  not  economically  marketable. 
It  is  not  practical  to  truck  natural  gas. 

Pipelines  are  the  most  common  way  to  transport  oil  and  gas. 
If  a  field  has  substantial  amounts  of  natural  gas,  separate 
pipelines  will  be  necessary  for  oil  and  gas.  Pipelines  move 
the  oil  from  gathering  stations  to  refineries.  As  existing 
fields  increase  production  or  new  fields  begin  production, 
new  pipelines  may  be  needed.  These  new  lines  usually  vary 
in  size  from  4  to  16  inches  in  diameter,  and  range  in  length 
from  a  few  miles  to  tie  into  an  existing  pipeline,  to  hundreds 
of  miles  to  supply  a  refinery.  Construction  of  a  pipeline 
requires  excavating  and  hauling  equipment,  a  temporary 
and/or  permanent  road,  possibly  pumping  stations,  clearing 
the  right-of-way  of  vegetation,  and  possibly  blasting. 

Natural  gas  pipelines  transport  gas  from  the  wells  (gather- 
ing or  flow  lines)  to  a  trunk  line  then  to  the  main  transmis- 
sion line  from  the  area.  Flow  lines  are  usually  2  to  4  inches 
in  diameter  and  may  or  may  not  be  buried.  Trunk  lines  are 
generally  6  to  8  inches  in  diameter  and  are  buried,  as  are 
transmission  lines  which  vary  in  diameter  from  10  to  36 
inches.  The  area  required  to  construct  a  pipeline  varies  from 
about  15  inches  wide  (for  a  2-  to  4-inch  surface  line)  to 
greater  than  75  feet  for  the  larger  diameter  transmission 
lines  (24  to  36  inches).  Surface  disturbance  is  primarily 
dependent  on  size  of  the  line  and  topography  of  the  area  on 
which  the  line  is  being  constructed. 

Compressor  stations  may  be  necessary  to  increase  produc- 
tion pressure  to  the  same  level  as  pipeline  pressure.  The 
stations  vary  in  size  from  approximately  1  acre  to  as  much 
as  20  acres  for  a  very  large  compressor  system. 

Construction  techniques  for  natural  gas  lines  are  similar  to 
those  used  for  oil  pipelines. 

Production 

Production  in  an  oil  field  begins  just  after  the  discovery  well 
is  completed  and  is  usually  concurrent  with  development 
operations.  Temporary  facilities  may  be  used  at  first,  but  as 
development  proceeds  and  reservoir  limits  are  determined, 
permanent  facilities  are  installed.  The  extent  of  such 
facilities  is  dictated  by  the  number  of  producing  wells, 
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expected  production,  volume  of  gas  and  water  produced 
with  the  oil,  the  number  of  leases,  and  whether  the  field  is 
to  be  developed  on  a  unitized  basis. 

The  primary  means  of  removing  oil  from  a  well  in  the 
planning  areas  is  by  pumping  jacks  (familiar  horsehead 
devices).  The  pumps  are  powered  by  electric  motors 
(powerlines  required)  or  if  there  is  sufficient  casinghead  gas 
(natural  gas  produced  with  the  pumped  oil),  or  another  gas 
source  is  available,  it  may  be  used  to  fuel  internal  combus- 
tion engines. 

Some  wells  drilled  in  the  area  produce  sufficient  water  that 
must  be  disposed  of  during  the  operation  of  the  well.  Al- 
though most  produced  waters  are  brackish  to  highly  saline, 
some  are  fresh  enough  for  beneficial  use.  If  water  is  to  be 
discharged,  it  must  meet  certain  water  quality  standards. 
Because  water  may  not  come  from  the  treating  and  separat- 
ing facilities  completely  free  of  oil,  oil  skimmer  pits  may  be 
established  between  separating  facilities  and  surface  dis- 
charge. 

Another  method  of  disposing  of  wastewater  is  through  sub- 
surface injection.  In  Colorado,  injection  disposal  wells  are 
authorized  by  the  Colorado  Oil  and  Gas  Conservation  Com- 
mission (COGCC)  under  primacy  of  the  U.S.  Environmen- 
tal Protection  Agency.  BLM  engineers  review  the  proposal 
for  impacts  to  other  minerals  and  groundwater,  but  have  no 
approval  authority  over  the  well  or  target  zone.  When  water 
is  disposed  of  underground,  it  is  always  introduced  into  a 
formation  containing  water  of  equal  or  poorer  quality.  It 
may  be  injected  into  the  producing  zone  from  which  it  came 
or  into  other  producing  zones.  In  some  cases,  it  could 
reduce  productivity  of  the  field  and  may  be  prohibited  by 
state  regulation  or  mutual  agreement  of  operators.  In  some 
fields,  dry  holes  or  depleted  producing  wells  are  used  for 
salt  water  disposal,  but  occasionally  new  wells  are  drilled 
for  disposal  purposes.  Cement  is  squeezed  between  the 
casing  and  sides  of  the  well  to  prevent  the  salt  water  from 
migrating  up  or  down  from  the  injection  zone  into  other 
formations. 

Underground  oil  is  under  pressure  in  practically  all  reser- 
voirs. This  pressure  is  usually  transmitted  to  the  oil  through 
gas  or  water  in  the  reservoir  with  the  oil.  When  oil  is  pumped 
out  of  the  well,  pressure  is  reduced  in  the  reservoir  around 
the  drill  hole.  This  allows  the  gas  or  water  in  the  reservoir 
to  push  more  oil  into  the  space  next  to  the  well.  A  reservoir 
that  has  mostly  gas  pushing  the  oil  is  called  "gas  drive,"  and 
one  that  has  mostly  water  pushing  the  oil  is  called  "water 
drive. "  Oil  that  is  recovered  under  these  natural  pressures 
is  considered  primary  production.  Primary  production  ac- 
counts for  about  25  percent  of  the  oil  in  a  reservoir. 

Methods  of  increasing  recovery  from  reservoirs  generally 
involve  pumping  additional  water  or  gas  into  the  reservoir 
to  maintain  or  increase  the  reservoir  pressure.  This  process 
is  called  secondary  recovery.  Recently,  the  trend  has  been 


to  institute  secondary  recovery  processes  very  early  in  the 
development  of  a  field.  Surface  disturbance  from  a  water 
flooding  recovery  system  is  similar  to  drilling  and  develop- 
ment of  an  oil  and  gas  well  itself;  i.  e. ,  a  drill  pad  and  access 
road  are  constructed  and  water  pipelines  may  be  built. 
Surface  use  is  increased  substantially  since  as  many  as  four 
injection  wells  may  be  used  for  each  oil  well  in  the  field 
(there  are  many  different  patterns  as  well  as  many  other 
methods  of  secondary  recovery). 

Tertiary  recovery  methods  increase  recovery  rates  by  lower- 
ing the  viscosity  of  the  oil  either  by  heating  it  or  by  injecting 
chemicals  into  the  reservoir  so  that  the  oil  flows  more  easily. 
Heating  of  reservoir  oil  can  be  accomplished  by  injecting 
steam  into  the  reservoir.  Tertiary  recovery  methods  are  not 
yet  widely  used  in  this  area.  By  the  year  2000,  ultimate 
recovery  (including  secondary  and  tertiary  recovery)  from 
any  given  oil  reservoir  is  expected  to  average  40  percent 
nationally. 

Crude  oil  is  usually  transferred  from  the  wells  to  tank 
storage  facilities  (a  tank  battery)  before  it  is  transported 
from  the  lease.  If  it  contains  gas  and  water,  they  are 
separated  before  the  oil  is  stored  in  the  tank  battery.  The 
treating  and  separating  facilities  are  usually  located  at  a 
storage  tank  battery  on  or  near  the  well  site. 

After  the  oil,  gas,  and  water  are  separated,  the  oil  is  piped 
to  storage  tanks  located  on  or  near  the  lease.  There  are 
normally  at  least  two  tanks;  so  that  one  tank  can  be  filling  as 
the  contents  of  the  other  are  measured,  sold,  and 
transported.  The  number  and  size  of  tanks  vary  with  the  rate 
of  production  on  the  lease,  and  with  the  extent  of  automat- 
ion in  gauging  the  volume  and  sampling  the  quality  of  the 
tank  contents. 

Horizontal  Drilling 

The  recent  development  of  horizontal  drilling  holds 
promise  of  further  reductions  in  disturbance  of  surface 
resources  and  values.  Use  of  directional,  horizontal,  and 
multiple-completion  drilling  technology  could  further 
reduce  the  number  of  surface  locations  and  provide  greater 
flexibility  in  siting  locations  and  provide  greater  flexibility 
in  siting  locations.  These  techniques  will  also  increase 
production  and  ultimately  lower  costs  of  production. 

There  are,  however,  many  problems  with  these  techniques 
yet  to  be  solved  before  they  will  come  into  widespread  use. 
The  two  most  pressing  of  these  problems  in  Colorado  at  the 
moment  are  interference  with  spacing  patterns  and  the  cost 
of  the  opeartions.  Most  industry  experts  agree  that  the  latter 
will  be  solved  through  additional  experience  and  some  ad- 
ditional technical  advances.  The  problem  of  spacing  pat- 
terns for  horizontal  holes  more  directly  involves  Federal  and 
state  policy. 
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Current  spacing  patterns  are  based  on  the  most  efficient 
recovery  of  the  resource.  Spacing  patterns  in  Colorado  are 
set  by  the  COGCC.  Spacing  patterns  on  Federal  lands  are 
also  set  by  the  COGCC,  but  with  the  concurrence  of  BLM, 
who  has  the  responsibility  for  Federal  lands.  If  BLM  and 
state  government  were  to  set  different  spacing  patterns,  the 
result  would  be  unsolvable  drainage  conflicts,  lost  revenues, 
and  lost  resource.  It  could  also  mean  the  drilling  of  more 
wells  than  are  necessary  as  competing  companies  developed 
reservoirs  under  differing  jurisdictions. 

In  Colorado,  moset  fields  are  developed  on  a  40-,  80-,  160-, 
320-,  or  640-acre  pattern  (see  Figure  A-2).  Forty  acres  is  the 
spacing  pattern  authorized  for  all  unspaced  areas.  How- 
ever, most  new  field  operators  apply  for  large  spacing  based 
on  reservoir  characteristics  soon  after  field  discovery.  The 
spacing  pattern  is  based  on  the  calculated  area  of  reservoir 
rock  that  one  well  can  drain.  The  calculations  are  based  on 
conventional  (vertical)  wells. 

Horizontal  wells  are  drilled  to  the  producing  formation,  or 
close  to  it,  then  proceed  horizontally  through  the  producing 
formation.  The  advantage  of  these  wells  is  that  much  more 
of  the  reservoir  rock  is  exposed  to  the  bore  hole,  and 
therefore,  more  product  maybe  produced  through  one  well. 
In  addition,  more  than  one  horizontal  hole  maybe  extended 
from  the  same  vertical  bore  or  even  from  the  horizontal 
portion  of  the  bore,  thereby  limiting  additional  surface  use. 
Spacing  patterns  frequently  must  be  adjusted  to  permit  this 
type  of  development. 

For  example,  a  field  with  40-acre  spacing  may  have  one 
horizontal  well  drilled  in  the  NW1/4NW1/4  with  the 
horizontal  portion  running  east  all  the  way  to  the 
NE1/4NE1/4.  This  well  would  penetrate  and  produce  all 
four  of  the  northern  tier  of  well  spaces,  thereby  eliminating 
the  need  to  drill  three  wells.  The  elimination  of  the  need  to 
drill  three  wells  would  require  Federal  and  state  approval 
to  circumvent  the  spacing  order.  Real  life  examples  may  get 
much  more  complicated  than  this  one. 

In  many  cases,  such  as  the  simple  example  given  above,  the 
oil  and  gas  operator  may  have  to  apply  for  a  variance  to  the 
state  spacing  order.  Both  the  BLM  and  COGCC  are  com- 
mitted to  working  with  industry  on  these  problems  to  take 
full  advantage  of  the  new  technology. 

Abandonment 

The  life  span  of  fields  varies  because  of  the  unique  charac- 
teristics of  any  given  field.  Reserves,  reservoir  charac- 
teristics, the  nature  of  the  petroleum,  subsurface  geology, 
and  political,  economic,  and  environmental  constraints  all 


affect  the  life  span  of  the  field  from  discovery  to  abandon- 
ment. The  life  of  a  typical  field  is  15  to  25  years.  Abandon- 
ment of  individual  wells  may  start  early  in  the  life  of  a  field 
and  reach  a  maximum  when  the  field  is  depleted. 

Well  plugging  and  abandonment  requirements  vary  with  the 
rock  formations,  subsurface  water,  well  site,  and  the  well.  In 
all  cases,  all  formations  bearing  useable-quality  water,  oil, 
gas,  or  geothermal  resources,  and/or  prospectively  valuable 
deposits  of  minerals  will  be  protected.  Generally,  in  a  dry 
(never  produced)  well,  the  hole  below  the  casing  is  filled 
with  heavy  drilling  mud,  a  cement  plug  is  installed  at  bottom 
of  the  casing,  the  casing  is  filled  with  heavy  mud,  and  a 
cement  cap  is  installed  on  top.  A  pipe  monument  giving  the 
location,  lease  number,  operator,  and  name  of  the  well  is 
required  unless  waived  by  the  Authorized  Officer.  If  waived, 
the  casing  may  be  cut  off  and  capped  below  ground  level. 
Protection  of  aquifers  and  known  oil  and  gas  producing 
formations  may  require  placement  of  additional  cement 
plugs. 

In  some  cases,  formerly  producing  wells  are  plugged  as  soon 
as  they  are  depleted.  In  other  cases,  depleted  wells  are  not 
plugged  immediately  but  are  allowed  to  stand  idle  for  pos- 
sible later  use  in  a  secondary  recovery  program.  Truck- 
mounted  equipment  is  used  to  plug  former  producing  wells. 
In  addition  to  the  measures  required  for  a  dry  hole,  plugging 
of  a  depleted  producing  well  requires  a  cement  plug  in  the 
perforated  section  in  the  producing  zone.  If  the  casing  is 
salvaged,  a  cement  plug  is  put  across  the  casing  stub.  The 
cement  pumpjack  foundations  are  removed  or  buried  below 
ground  level.  Surface  flow  and  injection  lines  are  removed, 
but  buried  pipelines  are  usually  left  in  place  and  plugged  at 
intervals  as  a  safety  measure. 

After  plugging,  the  drilling  rig  is  removed  and  the  surface, 
including  the  reserve  mud  pit,  is  restored  to  the  require- 
ments of  the  surface  management  agency.  This  may  involve 
the  use  of  dozers  and  graders  to  recontour  those  disturbed 
areas  associated  with  the  drill  pad  plus  the  access  road  to 
the  particular  pad.  The  reserve  pit  (the  part  of  the  mud  pit 
in  which  a  reserve  supply  of  drilling  fluid  and/or  water  is 
stored)  must  be  evaporated  or  pumped  dry,  and  filled  with 
soil  material  stockpiled  where  the  site  was  prepared.  There 
will  be  little  leakage  if  the  pit  was  lined  with  plastic  or 
bentonite.  The  area  will  be  reshaped  to  a  useful  layout  that 
will  allow  revegetation  to  take  place,  restore  the  landform 
as  near  as  possible  to  its  original  contour,  and  minimize 
erosion.  After  grading  the  subsoil  and  spreading  the  stock- 
piled topsoil,  the  site  is  seeded  with  a  grass  mixture  that  will 
establish  a  good  growth.  A  fence  may  be  erected  to  protect 
the  site  until  revegetation  is  complete,  particularly  in  live- 
stock concentration  areas. 
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CONDITIONS  OF  APPROVAL 


Introduction 

Post-lease  operations  proposals  are  reviewed  to  ensure  con- 
formance with  the  plan.  The  mitigative  measures  listed 
represent  the  post-lease  environmental  protection  to  which 
BLM  is  committed  as  a  result  of  the  analysis  in  the  plan/EIS. 
Note  that  there  is  no  commitment  to  the  specific  wording  of 
a  Condition  of  Approval  (COA). 

The  listed  mitigative  measures  may  apply  to  all  oil  and  gas 
exploration  and  development  activities  and  associated 
rights-of-way.  The  Authorized  Officer  will  choose  among 
these  measures  at  the  field  development  stage  to  mitigate  or 
avoid  environmental  impacts  identified  on  a  site-specific 
basis.  When  attached  to  an  approval  document,  the 
measures  are  known  as  COAs.  The  Authorized  Officer  is 
not  limited  to  the  list  of  COAs  shown  here,  but  may  develop- 
ment others  as  unforeseen  impacts  occur  as  long  as  the  new 
COAs  conform  with  the  limitations  of  the  granted  lease 
rights  and  the  guidance  set  forth  in  this  plan  and  subsequent 
amendments. 

COAs  are  not  added  to  applications  if  they  are  unnecessary 
(do  not  apply  to  the  case  in  question)  or,  are  duplicative,  as 
when  the  mitigative  measure  is  already  incorporated  in  the 
operator's  submittal. 

Geophysical  Operations 

The  following  guidance  is  for  the  development  of  standards 
to  be  attached,  as  appropriate,  to  the  Notice  of  Intent  (NOI) 
for  geophysical  operations  at  the  discretion  of  the 
Authorized  Officer  and  in  accordance  with  the  resource 
management  plan/environmental  impact  statement 
(RMP/EIS)  record  of  decision.  The  statements  below  will 
be  used  as  guidance  by  BLM  field  personnel  in  determining 
what  protective  measures  will  be  used  on  geophysical 
operations.  Only  those  items  pertaining  to  a  given  operation 
will  be  appended  to  the  NOI,  and  only  if  they  are  not  already 
contained  in  the  proposed  plan  of  operation.  A. 

A.  Notification 

If  noncompliance  with  terms  and  conditions  occurs,  the 
operator  will  be  notified  by  BLM  and  instructed  as  to  the 
appropriate  action.  If  the  operator  fails  to  take  appropriate 
action,  the  operator  will  be  subject  to  enforcement  action  in 
accordance  with  43  CFR  3163. 

Wildfires  begun  or  sighted  during  seismic  operations  will  be 
reported  immediately  to  the  Canon  City  Fire  Dispatch  Of- 
fice and/or  the  resource  area  office  of  jurisdiction.  The 
operator  is  liable  for  the  full  cost  of  fire  suppression  of  all 
fires  on  or  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  set  or  caused  by  his 


employees,  whether  set  directly  or  indirectly  as  a  result  of 
operations. 

The  operator  shall  notify  the  Authorized  Officer,  or  his 
representative  at  least  48  hours  prior  to  beginning  opera- 
tions. 

The  operator  shall  also  report  progress  on  a  weekly  basis 
until  completion.  A  prework  conference  may  be  required. 

Immediately  upon  completion  of  operations,  a  Notice  of 
Completion  of  Oil  &  Gas  Exploration  Operations  and  an 
updated  BLM  planimetric  map  or  USGS  topographic  map 
showing  revisions  to  the  original  NOI  shall  be  submitted  to 
the  Authorized  Officer.  The  map  will  be  used  to  perform  a 
final  compliance  inspection  of  the  exploration  area. 

A  copy  of  all  COAs,  along  with  a  copy  of  the  submitted  NOI, 
shall  be  kept  in  the  field  by  each  seismic  crew,  for  inspection 
by  BLM  personnel. 

Any  exploration  greater  than  one- quarter  mile  from  the 
proposed  seismograph  line  route  filed  with  the  NOI  will 
require  prior  approval  from  the  Authorized  Officer. 

B.  Cultural  Resources 

The  Programmatic  Agreement  between  the  BLM,  the  State 
Historic  Preservation  Officer,  and  the  Advisory  Council  on 
Historic  Preservation,  signed  February  6,  1987,  contains 
guidance  for  oil  and  gas,  seismic,  and  other  land  use  opera- 
tions. Appendix  B  of  the  agreement  specifically  outlines 
BLM  procedures  for  both  oil  and  gas  APDs  and  for  seismic 
operations.  In  addition,  guidance  is  provided  in  :  "Hand- 
book for  Cultural  Resources  Inventory/Mitigation" 
(Colorado  State  Office  Release  8-13),  dated  1990. 

In  addition  to  the  above  guidance,  the  operator  shall  imme- 
diately bring  to  the  attention  of  the  Authorized  Officer  any 
and  all  antiquities  or  other  objects  of  historic,  paleontologi- 
cal,  or  scientific  interest,  including,  but  not  limited  to, 
prehistoric  or  historic  ruins  or  artifacts  discovered  as  a 
result  of  operations.  The  operator  and  the  Authorized  Of- 
ficer shall  consult  and  determine  the  best  option  for  avoid- 
ing or  mitigating  site  damage. 

Operators  are  also  reminded  that  the  removal,  injury, 
defacement,  or  alternation  of  any  object  of  scenic,  ar- 
chaeological, historical,  or  scientific  interest  is  a  federal 
crime  and  may  be  punishable  by  fine  and/or  jail  terms. 

C.  Threatened,  Endangered,  and  Sensitive  Species 

An  inventory  for  threatened  and  endangered  plant  species 
is  required  on  any  portions  of  the  line  or  staging  areas 
proposed  in  known  or  realistic  potential  habitat  for 
threatened,  endangered,  or  candidate  plant  species.  A  map 


C-16 


Fluid  Minerals  Management 


will  be  maintained  by  the  BLM  outlining  these  areas  and 
made  available  to  the  public. 

D.  Construction 

All  infestations  of  noxious  or  poisonous  weeds,  resulting 
from  surface  disturbance  caused  by  the  operator,  will  be 
controlled  before  spreading  occurs  into  the  surrounding 
area.  Method  of  weed  control  will  be  reviewed  by  the 
Authorized  Officer  prior  to  commencement. 

No  dirt  work  nor  clearing  of  vegetation  will  occur  without 
specific  approval.  All  merchantable  timber  and/or  firewood 
shall  be  purchased  by  the  operator  at  the  total  appraised 
price  that  is  determined  by  the  BLM. 

During  periods  of  adverse  conditions  such  as  thawing,  heavy 
rains,  snow,  or  flooding,  all  activities  off  existing  maintained 
roads  that  create  excessive  surface  rutting  will  be 
suspended.  When  adverse  conditions  exist,  the  operator  will 
contact  the  Authorized  Officer  for  an  evaluation  and 
decision  based  on  soil  type,  slope,  vegetation,  and  cover. 

Drill  hole  cuttings  will  be  returned  to  the  hole  if  possible,  or 
at  a  minimum,  raked  and  spread  out  so  as  not  to  impede 
regrowth  of  vegetation  or  to  create  erosion  problems. 

Operations  shall  be  done  in  a  manner  which  prevents 
damage,  interference,  or  disruption  of  water  flows  and  im- 
provements associated  with  all  springs,  wells,  or  impound- 
ments. It  is  the  operator's  responsibility  to  enact  the 
precautions  necessary  to  prevent  damage,  interference,  or 
disruptions.  Vibrator  sources  will  not  be  operated  closer 
than  300  feet,  and  large  explosive  charges,  greater  than  40 
pounds,  will  not  be  used  closer  than  1,320  feet  of  springs, 
wells,  or  impoundments.  The  Authorized  Officer  may  ap- 
prove closer  source  distances  if  the  contractor 
demonstrates  that  the  resource  will  be  protected. 

During  periods  of  adverse  conditions  caused  by  climatic 
factors  such  as  thawing,  heavy  rains,  snow,  or  flooding,  all 
activities  off  existing  maintained  roads  that  create  excessive 
surface  rutting  will  be  suspended.  When  adverse  conditions 
exist,  the  operator  will  contact  the  Authorized  Officer  for 
an  evaluation  and  decision  based  on  soil  types,  slope, 
vegetation,  and  cover. 

No  fence  will  be  cut  unless  no  other  alternative  exists. 
Before  cutting  through  any  fences,  the  operator  shall  firmly 
brace  the  fence  on  both  sides  of  the  cut;  a  temporary  gate 
will  be  installed  for  use  during  the  course  of  operations 
unless  the  fence  is  immediately  repaired.  Upon  completion 
of  operations,  fences  shall  be  restored  to  at  least  their 
original  condition. 

Activities  of  the  seismic  operators  shall  not  prevent, 
obstruct,  nor  unduly  interfere  with  any  activities  of  other 


authorized  users  of  the  public  lands.  Removal  or  alteration 
of  existing  improvements  (fences,  cattle  guards,  etc. )  is  not 
allowed  without  prior  approval.  Fences  are  to  be  braced  to 
BLMs  standards  prior  to  cutting  them. 

All  debris,  such  as  paper,  cans,  wire,  flagging,  or  other  trash, 
shall  be  removed  and  properly  disposed  of  upon  comple- 
tion. No  oil  or  lubricants  shall  be  drained  onto  the  ground. 
All  vehicles  (including  drills)  will  be  limited  to  existing 
roads,  except  in  approved  areas.  Improvement  of  existing 
roads  and  trails  is  not  permitted,  unless  prior  approval  is 
obtained. 

Water  for  drilling  purposes  will  not  be  obtained  from 
federally  owned  or  controlled  water  sources  such  as  reser- 
voirs and  springs  unless  specific  permission  is  obtained  from 
the  Authorized  Officer. 

Any  available  information  concerning  water  sands  or  ar- 
tesian flows  must  be  reported  to  the  resource  area  office. 

Whenever  possible,  a  portable  mud  pit  shall  be  used  when 
drilling  with  fluids. 

There  will  be  no  straight  line  of  sight  dozing.  Any  path  dozed 
through  a  timbered  area  will  take  an  irregular  path.  Any 
pushed  trees  are  to  be  stockpiled  adjacent  to  the  line  so  they 
are  readily  retrievable  without  additional  disturbance.  All 
trees  are  to  be  pulled  and  spread  back  onto  the  line  or  access 
route. 

Tall  brush,  sagebrush  parks  and  open  areas:  There  will  be 
no  removal  of  brush  or  grass  by  blading.  Brush  may  be 
crushed  or  removed  by  keeping  the  blade  6  inches  off  the 
ground  surface.  In  open  or  brush  areas,  vehicle  paths  will 
take  an  irregular  path  to  discourage  line  of  sight  paths. 

Improvement  of  existing  roads  or  trails:  Blading  will  be 
allowed  only  if  the  trail  is  impassable  by  vehicles  or 
geophysical  equipment.  No  widening  nor  realignment  will 
be  allowed.  Existing  trails  may  have  to  be  reclaimed  or 
closed. 

New  trails  can  be  constructed  only  when  vehicle  and  equip- 
ment passage  is  impossible  and  only  with  the  concurrence 
of  the  Authorized  Officer.  No  straight  line  of  sight  trails  will 
be  allowed.  All  trails  will  be  reshaped  to  original  contour 
(including  bench  cuts).  Waterbars  will  be  placed  on  slopes 
as  directed  by  the  Authorized  Officer. 

Construction  of  drainage  crossings  which  cannot  otherwise 
be  crossed:  Existing  fords  are  to  be  used  if  possible.  A  cut 
and  stockpile  process  will  be  used  to  create  a  low  water 
crossing  or  upgrade  an  existing  crossing  unless  otherwise 
specified  by  the  Authorized  Officer. 
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E.  Explosives 

Powder  magazine  sites  on  public  lands  must  be  approved  in 
writing  by  the  area  manager  prior  to  use.  The  transporta- 
tion, storage,  and  use  of  explosives  on  BLM  surface  will  be 
done  in  accordance  with  ATF  P  5400. 7  (11/82). 

F.  Rights-of-Way 

Access  to  Federal  lands  across  non-Federal  lands  is  not 
guaranteed  by  the  government.  Permission  to  enter  or  cross 
private,  or  state-owned  lands  must  be  obtained  from  the 
landowner  (s). 

G.  Miscellaneous 

All  personnel  (contractors,  subcontractors)  working  in  the 
field  with  the  seismic  operator  will  be  familiar  with  and 
follow  the  conditions  appended  to  the  NOI. 

Helicopters  will  operate  between  staging  areas  and  seismic 
line  within  corridors  and  at  altitudes  that  allow  safe,  effi- 
cient, and  environmentally  sensitive  operations.  Operating 
parameters  will  be  determined  on  a  line-to-line  basis  as 
mutually  agreed  by  BLM,  helicopter  operator,  and  contrac- 
tor. 

Aircraft  landing  sites  on  public  lands  must  be  approved  in 
writing  by  the  area  manager  prior  to  use. 

H.  Reclamation 

All  surface  disturbance  would  be  recontoured  and 
revegetated  according  to  an  approved  reclamation  plan. 

Reclamation  of  disturbed  areas  shall  be  completed,  as 
directed  by  the  Authorized  Officer,  within  30  days  of  ter- 
minating seismograph  work  on  any  line.  Delay  of  reclama- 
tion for  any  reason,  such  as  weather,  must  be  approved  by 
BLM.  Adequate  vegetative  cover  (and  seed  mixture,  based 
on  site-specific  analysis,  to  be  used)  shall  be  established  by 
the  Authorized  Officer. 

Application  for  Permit  to  Drill  Operations 

The  following  guidance  will  be  used  to  develop  COAs, 
which  are  attached,  as  appropriate,  to  approved  APDs, 
sundry  notices,  or  oil  and  gas  related  right-of-way  actions  at 
the  discretion  of  the  Authorized  Officer  and  in  accordance 
with  the  RMP/EIS  record  of  decision. 

This  appendix  shows  the  most  common  COAs  used;  how- 
ever, the  reader  is  reminded  that  COAs  are  designed  for 
specific  operations.  In  practice,  COAs  shown  below  may  or 
may  not  be  used  on  any  given  approval  document,  and  other 
COAs,  not  specifically  stated  here,  will  be  written  to  ac- 
complish the  tasks  envisioned  in  this  plan.  The  categories 
shown  below  are  a  good  representation  of  the  list  of  mitiga- 


tive  measures  considered  by  BLM  resource  specialists  for 
every  approved  field  operation. 

A.  Notification 

In  order  for  BLM  inspectors  to  check  the  initial  construc- 
tion operations,  it  is  necessary  that  BLM  be  notified  when 
construction  begins.  To  help  ensure  that  all  parties  under- 
stand the  requirements  for  construction,  the  operator  must 
ensure  that  all  employees  and  subcontractors  are  adequate- 
ly aware  of  the  COAs.  Examples  of  such  notification  re- 
quirements are  shown  below: 

The  operator  or  his  contractor  will  contact  the  approving 
resource  area  office  48  hours  before  beginning  any  work  on 
public  land. 

The  operator  will  give  the  dirt  contractor  a  copy  of  the 
Surface  Use  Plan  and  any  additional  BLM  COAs  before  any 
work  begins.  A  copy  of  the  approved  Surface  Use  Plan  will 
be  available  onsite  for  inspection  during  construction. 

The  operator  or  his  contractor  will  contact  the  approving 
resource  area  office  48  hours  before  starting  reclamation 
work  and  within  48  hours  of  completion  of  reclamation 
work. 

Proper  precautions  shall  be  taken  at  all  times  to  prevent  or 
suppress  fires.  Range  or  forest  fires  will  be  reported  to  the 
BLM  district  or  resource  area  office.  All  other  fires  or 
explosions  that  cause  damage  to  property,  equipment,  loss 
of  oil  or  gas,  or  result  in  injuries  to  personnel  will  be 
reported  to  the  Authorized  Officer. 

B.  Other  Agency  Approvals 

Some  operations  on  public  lands  affect  adjoining  private 
lands  and  require  approval  by  state,  local,  or  other  Federal 
agencies.  It  is  solely  the  responsibility  of  the  operator  to  be 
aware  of  these  requirements  and  gain  the  necessary  ap- 
provals. Upon  notification  by  another  agency  of  operators' 
failure  to  obtain  necessary  permitting,  a  notice  of  noncom- 
pliance will  be  issued  and  operations  may  be  suspended.  In 
a  few  cases,  BLM  wants  to  make  it  clear  that  the  "BLM 
approved"  operations  may  not  proceed  until  such  approval 
is  granted.  In  those  cases,  a  COA  is  appended  to  the  ap- 
proved application  such  as:  Use  of  water  for  operations  will 
be  approved  by  obtaining  a  temporary  use  permit  from  the 
Colorado  State  Water  Resources  Engineer  and  by  receiving 
permission  from  the  landowner  or  surface  managing  agency 
to  use  the  land  containing  the  water  source. 

C.  Cultural  Resources 

The  Programmatic  Agreement  between  the  BLM,  the  State 
Historic  Preservation  Officer,  and  the  Advisory  Council  on 
Historic  Preservation,  signed  February  6,  1987,  contains 
guidance  for  oil  and  gas,  seismic,  and  other  land  use  opera- 
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tions.  Appendix  B  of  the  agreement  specifically  outlines 
BLM  procedures  for  both  oil  and  gas  APDs  and  for  seismic 
operations.  In  addition,  guidance  is  provided  in  :  "Hand- 
book for  Cultural  Resources  Inventory/Mitigation" 
(Colorado  State  Office  Release  8-13),  dated  1990. 

In  addition  to  the  above  guidance,  the  operator  shall  imme- 
diately bring  to  the  attention  of  the  Authorized  Officer  any 
and  all  antiquities  or  other  objects  of  historic,  paleontologi- 
cal,  or  scientific  interest,  including,  but  not  limited  to, 
prehistoric  or  historic  ruins  or  artifacts  discovered  as  a 
result  of  operations.  The  operator  and  the  Authorized  Of- 
ficer shall  consult  and  determine  the  best  option  for  avoid- 
ing or  mitigating  site  damage. 

Operators  are  also  reminded  that  the  removal,  injury, 
defacement,  or  alternation  of  any  object  of  scenic,  ar- 
chaeological, historical,  or  scientific  interest  is  a  federal 
crime  and  may  be  punishable  by  fine  and/or  jail  terms. 

D.  Threatened,  Endangered,  and  Sensitive  Species 

The  lessee  may  be  required  to  provide  inventory  informa- 
tion for  certain  species  if  it  is  determined  that  inadequate 
information  is  available  to  make  appropriate  decisions 
relating  to  mitigation.  These  species  could  involve 
threatened,  endangered,  sensitive  and/or  rare  plant  or 
animal  species,  or  other  species  protected  by  law  or  of  high 
interest,  such  as  bighorn  sheep  lambing  areas,  elk  calving 
areas,  raptors,  etc. 

Apply  "Suggested  Practices  for  Raptor  Protection  on 
Powerlines"  on  all  proposed  transmission  lines  to  be  con- 
structed to  ensure  they  are  properly  grounded  to  prevent 
unnecessary  electrocution  of  raptors. 

The  locations  of  all  known  populations  of  Colorado  BLM 
sensitive  plants  and  selected  high  priority  remnant  vegeta- 
tion associations  would  be  protected  from  human-induced 
surface  disturbing  activities  to  the  extent  such  protection 
does  not  unduly  hinder  or  preclude  exercising  valid  existing 
rights.  The  area  of  protection  will  include  the  actual  location 
of  the  populations  or  occurrences  of  important  vegetation 
associated  to  receive  protection,  and  shall  be  determined  in 
consultation  and  coordination  with  the  Colorado  Natural 
Areas  Program  (CNAP). 

Those  populations/occurrences,  upon  which  analysis  deter- 
mines protection  to  be  necessary,  shall  be  protected  by:  1) 
requiring  relocation  or  rerouting  of  proposed  well  sites, 
pipelines,  roads,  other  surface  facilities,  etc. ,  or  2)  applying 
other  protective  mitigation  (i.  e. ,  fencing).  BLM  will  effec- 
tively mitigate  potential  impacts  to  important  popula- 
tions/occurrences to  the  degree  that  existing  development 
rights  are  not  unduly  hindered  or  precluded. 


E.  Resources  (other  than  Oil  and  Gas) 

Surface-disturbing  activities  within  or  adjacent  to  intermit- 
tent or  perennial  water  sources,  associated  floodplains,  and 
riparian  areas  will  only  be  allowed  where  mitigative 
measures  can  be  employed  to  protect  floodplains,  water 
quality,  and  riparian  values. 

Well  pads,  roads,  and  facilities  will  be  constructed  and 
maintained  to  avoid  unnecessary  impacts  to  air  quality. 

Raptor  and  sandhill  crane  nests  will  be  protected  from 
human-induced  surface-disturbing  activities  to  the  extent 
such  protection  does  not  unduly  hinder  or  preclude  exercis- 
ing valid  existing  rights. 

All  trees  requiring  removal  shall  be  disposed  of  by  the 
operator. 

Where  earth  blading  is  required,  stumps  shall  be  removed 
and  scattered  or  buried  in  an  area  designated  by  the 
Authorized  Officer.  Where  earth  blading  is  not  required, 
stump  height  shall  not  exceed  12  inches.  A  wood  permit 
from  BLM  for  the  wood  removed  (for  the  appraised  value) 
will  be  required  prior  to  any  clearing. 

Water  wells  drilled  to  provide  water  for  drilling  purposes 
will  be  approved  by,  and  offered  to,  BLM  for  use  prior  to 
plugging  the  water  well.  Water  rights  will  be  held  by  BLM. 
The  BLM  will  be  notified  of  any  water  aquifers  encountered 
during  drilling  that  could  be  developed  for  water  prior  to 
final  plugging  of  the  well. 

All  operations  will  be  conducted  so  as  not  to  cause  pollution 
or  change  the  character  of  streams,  lakes,  ponds,  water 
holes,  seeps,  or  marshes.  This  relates  directly  to  damages 
caused  to  fish  and  wildlife  resources.  Surface  disturbance 
that  causes  active  soil  movement  will  be  corrected. 

E  Construction 

Linear-type  facilities  such  as  roads,  powerlines,  and 
pipelines  shall  cohabit  and  follow  a  common  route  unless 
otherwise  approved  by  the  Authorized  Officer.  Surface  dis- 
turbance will  be  minimized. 

Well  pads,  roads,  and  facilities  will  be  located  to  minimize 
visual  impacts. 

To  protect  watersheds  from  accelerated  erosion,  increased 
slumping,  and  increased  sediment  and  salinity  loading,  all 
development  activities  may  be  curtailed  at  the  discretion  of 
the  Authorized  Officer  during  periods  when  the  soil  is 
saturated. 

Trash  and  garbage  must  be  contained  in  an  closed  recep- 
tacle or  in  an  earthen  pit.  If  an  earthen  pit  is  used,  it  must 
be  covered  to  prevent  contents  from  escaping.  Burning 
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and/or  burying  is  not  authorized.  Contents  from  a  trash 
receptacle  or  pit  must  be  hauled  to  an  approved  county 
landfill.  This  pertains  to  all  phases  of  lease  operations. 

Surface  disturbance  and  vehicular  travel  will  be  limited  to 
the  approved  location  and  approved  access  route.  Any 
additional  area  needed  must  be  approved  in  advance. 

Above-ground  facilities  will  be  painted  to  blend  with  the 
surrounding  environment  using  a  specified  color  from  the 
Rocky  Mountain  Regional  Committee  Standard  Environ- 
mental Color  chart. 

1.  Roads  (On  Lease) 

Existing  roads  should  be  used  to  the  extent  possible.  Addi- 
tional roads,  if  needed,  shall  be  kept  to  an  absolute  mini- 
mum and  the  location  of  routes  must  be  approved  by  BLM 
prior  to  construction.  On  determination  of  an  impending 
field  development,  a  transportation  plan  will  be  requested 
to  reduce  unnecessary  access  roads.  Roads  will  be  con- 
structed and  maintained  to  BLM  road  standards  (BLM 
Manual  Section  9113)  unless  otherwise  authorized  by  the 
Authorized  Officer. 

Companies  controlling  roads  that  provide  access  into  cru- 
cial wildlife  areas  may  be  required  to  close  the  road  with  a 
lockable  gate  to  prevent  general  use  of  the  road  during 
critical  periods  of  the  year  when  resource  problems  are 
experienced  (during  hunting  seasons,  winter,  etc.  ).  This 
restrictive  measure  will  be  applied  where  needed  to  protect 
wildlife  resources  or  to  minimize  environmental  degrada- 
tion. 


Cattle  guards  heavy  enough  to  handle  proposed  road  traffic 
will  be  installed  whenever  access  roads  are  through  pasture 
gates  or  fences.  These  cattle  guards  shall  be  maintained  on 
a  regular  basis  to  ensure  their  effectiveness  at  turning  live- 
stock. This  includes  cleaning  out  under  cattle  guard  bases 
when  needed. 

Improvement  to  existing  access  will  be  necessary  and 
limited  to  a  14-foot  crowned  and  ditched  road  surface  with 
turnouts  as  needed  and  minimum  disturbance  of  surround- 
ing soil  and  vegetation  (abrupt  back-sloped  borrow  ditch). 
New  construction  will  be  limited  to  the  same  specifications 
as  above.  Cleared  trees  and  brush  along  the  road  right-of- 
way  will  be  windrowed  to  the  side  in  convenient  clearings. 
Surfacing  material  will  not  be  placed  on  the  access  road  or 
location  without  prior  BLM  approval. 

The  operator  will  be  required  to  construct  waterbars  on 
abandoned  roads  and  pipeline  routes.  General  guidelines 
for  installation  of  waterbars  are:  less  than  2-percent  grade- 
-200-foot  spacing;  4-  to  5-percent  grade— 75-foot  spacing; 
greater  than  5-percent  grade--50-foot  spacing.  Unstable 
soils  may  require  a  closer  spacing,  whereas  the  spacing  may 
be  greater  on  stable  soils  and  rock  outcroppings.  The  water- 
bars  shall  be  constructed  to  drain  freely  to  the  natural 
ground  level  and  to  prevent  siltation  and  clogging. 

New  roads  constructed  for  oil  and  gas  purposes  within 
crucial  big  game  winter  range  and  isolated  and/or  roadless 
areas  will  be  reclaimed  upon  completion  of  the  oil  and  gas 
operation. 

2.  Pads 


Use  of  closed  road  segments  will  be  restricted  to  legitimate, 
authorized  agents  of:  1)  the  lessee  and/or  their  subcontrac- 
tors), 2)  BLM,  3)  other  agencies  with  a  legitimate  need 
(CDOW,  other  law  enforcement  agencies,  etc.  ).  Un- 
authorized use  or  failure  to  lock  gates  during  specified  time 
frames  by  the  lessee  or  its  subcontractors  would  be  con- 
sidered a  violation  of  the  terms  of  the  APD  or  associated 
grants.  This  will  apply  to  BLM  roads  and  other  roads  on 
public  lands. 

Improvement  or  upgrading  of  existing  roads  and  trails  shall 
conform  to  the  same  requirements  as  the  approval  APD. 

The  operator  shall  regularly  maintain  all  roads  used  for 
access  to  the  lease  operation.  This  shall  include  installation 
of  additional  surfacing  and  surface  drainage  control  struc- 
tures needed,  which  was  not  foreseen  during  construction. 

At  cessation  of  operations,  the  Authorized  Officer  will 
decide  which  roads  will  be  closed  and  rehabilitated  and 
which  will  remain  open  for  public  use. 

Any  access  routes  previously  available  to  the  public  will  not 
be  unnecessarily  blocked  off  from  public  use. 


Selecting  Locations  for  Well  Sites,  etc. :  In  planning  well 
sites,  tank  batteries,  sump,  reserve  and  mud  pits,  and  pump- 
ing stations,  the  operator  shall  select  locations  that  involve 
the  least  disruption  to  scenic  values  and  other  surface 
resources.  The  operator  shall  employ  construction  techni- 
ques and  design  practices,  including  selection  of  material, 
camouflage  techniques,  and  rehabilitation  practices  that 
will  preserve  scenic  aesthetic  qualities.  The  following 
guidelines  can  be  used  by  operators  to  assist  in  minimizing 
surface  disturbance  and  to  aid  in  the  maintenance  of  the 
best  possible  conditions  for  rehabilitation. 

Steep  slopes  shall  be  avoided,  the  site  shall  be  located  on 
the  most  level  location  obtainable  that  will  accommodate 
the  intended  use. 

View  the  site  location  as  to  how  it  will  affect  the  road 
location. 

What  may  be  gained  on  a  good  location  may  be  lost  from  an 
adverse  access  route. 

Adjust  the  site  layout  to  conform  to  the  best  topographic 
situation.  Deep  vertical  cuts  and  steep  long  fill  slopes  should 
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be  avoided.  All  cut  and  fill  slopes  should  be  constructed  to 
the  least  percent  slope  practical. 

The  top  12  inches  of  soil  material  will  be  removed  from  the 
location  and  stockpiled  separately  from  the  trees  on  the 
location.  Topsoil  along  the  access  will  be  reserved  in  place. 

3.  Pits  (All) 

Excavations  used  for  the  permanent  impoundment  of 
usable  water  should  be  sloped  at  a  3:1  grade  to  establish  safe 
access  for  humans,  livestock,  and  wildlife. 

A  minimum  of  2  feet  of  free  board  will  be  maintained 
between  the  maximum  fluid  level  and  the  top  of  the  berm. 
These  pits  will  be  designed  to  exclude  all  surface  runoff.  The 
pits  will  have  the  maximum  volume  in  cut. 

Prior  to  closure,  a  randomly  selected  sample  of  drilling  pits 
within  established  fields  will  be  sampled  for  hazardous 
materials.  In  wildcat  wells,  all  pits  will  be  sampled  for 
hazardous  materials  prior  to  abandonment,  unless  specifi- 
cally exempted  by  the  Authorized  Officer.  Sampling  will  be 
done  by  an  independent  contractor  agreeable  to  the 
operator  and  Authorized  Officer.  Testing  will  be  done  at  a 
lab  with  quality  control  standards  acceptable  to  USGS. 

Final  written  certification  is  required  that  there  are  no 
hazardous  chemicals  on  the  RCRA  list  left  in  the  drilling 
fluids  within  the  mud  pit.  If  the  operator  cannot  provide 
certification,  the  drilling  fluids  and  pit  liner  must  be  dis- 
posed at  a  federally  approved  hazardous  materials  site. 

Reserve  and  other  containment  pits  are  used  during  the 
exploration  and/or  operation  of  the  lease  may  require  fen- 
ces and/or  other  devices  to  exclude  migratory  birds,  live- 
stock, and/or  wildlife.  The  need  and  type  of  protective 
requirement  will  be  determined  on  a  case-by-case  basis. 

All  pits,  cellars,  rat  holes,  and  other  bore  holes  unnecessary 
for  further  lease  operations,  excluding  the  reserve  pit,  will 
be  back-filled  immediately  after  the  drilling  rig  is  released 
to  conform  with  surrounding  terrain.  Pits,  cellars  and/or 
bore  holes  that  remain  on  location  must  be  fenced  as 
specified  for  the  reserve  pit. 

Reserve  pit  fluids  will  be  allowed  to  evaporate  through  the 
entire  summer  season  (June  through  August)  after  drilling 
is  completed,  unless  an  alternate  method  of  disposal  is 
approved.  After  the  fluids  disappear,  the  reserve  pit  muds 
will  be  allowed  to  dry  sufficiently  to  allow  back-filling.  The 
back-filling  of  the  reserve  pit  will  be  done  so  the  muds  and 
associated  solids  will  be  confined  to  the  pit  and  not 
squeezed  out  and  incorporated  in  the  surface  materials. 
There  will  be  a  minimum  of  3  feet  of  cover  (overburden)  on 
the  pit.  When  the  work  is  complete,  the  pit  area  will  support 
the  weight  of  heavy  equipment  without  sinking. 


Semi-closed  or  closed  mud  systems  may  be  required  where 
conditions  warrant.  Produced  water  will  be  injected,  con- 
tained in  a  lined  pit,  or  hauled  to  a  federally  approved 
disposal  facility. 

Installed  pit  liners  must  be  impermeable  and  must  be  resis- 
tant to  weather,  sunlight,  hydrocarbons,  aqueous  acids, 
alkalies,  salt,  fungi,  or  other  substances  likely  to  be  con- 
tained in  the  drilling  fluids  or  produced  water. 

The  reserve  pit  liner  will  be  of  sufficient  strength  and  con- 
struction to  ensure  impermeability.  The  liner  will  be  under- 
lain by  a  suitable  bedding  material  and  other  measures 
taken  as  needed  to  protect  the  integrity  of  the  liner. 

A  leak  detection  system  will  be  installed  to  monitor  lined 
reserve  pits.  This  system  must  be  installed  in  order  to  detect 
liner  leakage.  The  leak  detection  plan  must  be  submitted  to 
and  approved  by  the  Authorized  Officer  during  APD  ap- 
proval. This  plan  must  include  the  system  design  including 
line  installation,  monitoring  plan,  and  the  individual  respon- 
sible for  the  required  monitoring. 

For  lined  pits,  the  liner  and  contents  will  be  buried  in  place 
and  effectively  capped  with  clay  or  other  impermeable 
materials,  or  disposed  of  in  a  non-polluting  method  accept- 
able to  the  Authorized  Officer. 

If  air  or  gas  drilling,  the  operator  shall  control  the  blooie 
line  discharge  dust  by  use  of  water  injection  or  any  other 
acceptable  method.  The  blooie  line  discharge  shall  be  a 
minimum  of  100  feet  from  the  blow  out  preventer  and  be 
directed  into  the  blooie  pit  so  that  the  cuttings  and  waste 
are  contained  in  the  pit. 

4.  Pipelines 

Alignment,  siting,  and  reclamation  of  pipelines  and  flow- 
lines  should  be  designed  to  conform  to  adjacent  terrain  and 
to  prevent  or  minimize  vehicular  travel.  If  maintenance  is 
necessary  in  problem  areas,  consider  use  of  an  all-terrain 
vehicle  (ATV)  or  snowcat,  etc.  ,  in  lieu  of  regular  truck. 
Surface  disturbance  for  pipeline  construction  would  be 
restricted  to  the  minimum  amount  necessary,  as  determined 
by  the  Authorized  Officer. 

Relocation  of  portions  of  the  line  may  be  necessary  to 
reduce  the  impact  to  surface  resources. 

For  associated  pipeline  rights-of-way,  except  rights-of-way 
expressly  authorizing  a  road  after  construction  of  the  facility 
is  complete,  the  right-of-way  holder  shall  not  use  the  right- 
of-way  as  a  road  for  purpose  other  than  routine  main- 
tenance. Necessary  routine  maintenance  will  be  determined 
through  consultation  with  the  Authorized  Officer. 

Existing  telephone,  telegraph,  powerlines,  pipelines,  roads, 
trails,  fences,  ditches,  and  like  improvements  shall  be 
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protected  during  construction,  operation,  maintenance, 
and  termination  of  an  oil  and  gas  facility.  Damage  caused 
by  such  activities  shall  be  properly  repaired  to  a  condition 
satisfactory  to  the  Authorized  Officer  or  the  facility 
owner/operator. 

Pipeline  routes  will  be  graded  to  conform  to  the  adjacent 
terrain,  waterbarred,  and  reseeded. 


Surface  buildings,  supporting  facilities,  and  other  struc- 
tures, not  required  for  present  or  future  operations,  shall  be 
removed  upon  termination  of  use. 

All  improvements,  including  fences,  gates,  cattle  guards, 
roads,  trails,  pipelines,  bridges,  water  developments,  and 
control  structures  will  be  maintained  in  a  serviceable  and 
safe  condition. 


When  clearing  is  necessary,  the  width  disturbed  will  be  kept 
to  a  minimum.  Bladed  materials  shall  be  placed  back  into 
the  cleared  route  upon  completion  of  construction. 

Pipeline  construction  shall  not  block,  dam,  nor  change  the 
natural  course  of  any  drainage.  Suspended  pipelines  will 
provide  adequate  clearance  for  runoff. 

Pipeline  trenches  shall  be  compacted  during  back-filling. 
These  trenches  will  be  maintained  in  order  to  correct  set- 
tlement and  prevent  erosion.  Waterbars  and  other  erosion 
control  devices  will  be  repaired  as  necessary. 

Pumping  stations  shall  be  kept  in  a  neat  and  well-main- 
tained condition. 

Abandonment  and  Rehabilitation:  Reclamation  and  aban- 
donment of  pipelines  and  flow-lines  may  involve  replacing 
fill  in  the  original  cuts,  reducing  and  grading  cut  and  fill 
slopes  to  conform  to  the  adjacent  terrain,  replacement  of 
surface  soil  material,  waterbarring,  and  revegetating  in  ac- 
cordance with  rehabilitation  practices. 

Crossing  over  pipelines  owned  by  other  companies  shall  be 
accomplished  in  accordance  with  an  agreement  secured 
with  that  company. 

G.  Drilling 

Water  for  drilling  purposes  will  not  be  obtained  from 
federally  owned  or  controlled  water  sources  such  as  reser- 
voirs and  springs  unless  specified  permission  is  obtained 
from  the  Area  Manager. 

The  BLM  will  be  notified  of  any  water  aquifers  encountered 
during  drilling  that  could  be  developed  for  water  prior  to 
final  plugging  of  the  dry  hole.  Water  rights  will  be  held  by 
the  BLM. 

H.  Production 


Any  release  of  production  water  on  or  across  the  land  will 
need  prior  approval  by  the  BLM. 

Mud,  separation  pits,  and  other  containments  used  during 
the  exploration  or  operation  of  the  lease  for  the  storage  of 
oil  and  other  hazardous  materials  shall  be  adequately 
fenced,  posted,  or  covered.  Additional  protective  measures 
may  be  needed  to  minimize  hazards  and  prevent  access  to 
humans,  livestock,  waterfowl,  and  other  wildlife.  The  pits 
should  be  allowed  to  dry  before  back-filling  and  rehabilita- 
tion. 

All  production  and  storage  facilities  must  have  adequate 
protection  from  spills. 

The  Spill  Prevention  Control  and  Countermeasure  Plan 
required  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  must  be 
available  for  inspection  at  all  appropriate  field  offices.  All 
spills  must  be  reported  to  the  Authorized  Officer. 

The  reserve  pit  and  that  portion  of  the  location  and  access 
road  not  needed  for  production  or  production  facilities  will 
be  reclaimed  as  described  in  the  reclamation  section. 
Enough  topsoil  will  be  kept  to  reclaim  the  remainder  of  the 
location  at  a  future  date.  This  remaining  stockpile  of  topsoil 
will  be  seeded  in  place  using  the  prescribed  seed  mixture. 

A  gate  may  be  required  to  limit  public  access  during  the 
wildlife  winter  use  periods  (December  15  through  March 
31)  when  the  operator  maintains  a  road  open  for  winter  use. 

If  the  well  is  located  within  2,500  feet  (one-half  mile)  of 
residences,  appropriate  noise  mitigation  (i.  e.  ,  hospital 
muffler,  vegetation  screening,  electric  motors,  etc. )  will  be 
employed  to  ensure  adherence  to  Federal,  state,  and  local 
noise  standards  during  operation  of  the  well. 

Within  60  days  of  completion  of  construction,  the  holder 
shall  provide  the  Authorized  Officer  an  as-built  survey  of 
facilities  as  constructed. 


Compaction  and  construction  of  the  berms  surrounding 
tank  batteries  will  be  constructed  prior  to  storage  of  fluids 
and  designed  to  prevent  lateral  movement  of  fluids  through 
the  utilized  materials.  The  berms  must  be  constructed  to 
contain  at  minimum  120  percent  of  the  storage  capacity  of 
the  largest  tank  within  the  berm.  All  loading  lines  will  be 
placed  inside  the  berm. 


I.  Reclamation 

All  disturbed  areas  not  needed  for  lease  operations  will  be 
revegetated  as  soon  as  possible.  The  operator  will  re-estab- 
lish perennial  vegetation  compatible  to  surrounding  undis- 
turbed vegetation.  The  plant  species  to  be  seeded  and  the 
seeding  rate  will  be  approved  by  the  Authorized  Officer 
prior  to  seeding.  Successful  revegetation  will  be  considered 
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completed  when  the  percent  canopy  cover  is  equal  to  sur- 
rounding undisturbed  vegetation.  The  species  considered 
in  measuring  percent  cover  will  be  those  seeded  as  well  as 
desirable  pre-existing  species.  Undesirable  weedy  species 
such  as  kuchia,  cheatgrass,  and  other  noxious  weeds  will  not 
be  included  unless  otherwise  directed  by  the  Authorized 
Officer.  The  operator  will  continue  revegetation  efforts 
using  any  and  all  cultural  methods  available  until  this  stand- 
ard is  met. 

Noxious  weeds  introduced  because  of  soil  disturbance  and 
reclamation  will  be  treated  by  methods  approved  by  the 
Authorized  Officer.  These  methods  may  include  biological, 
mechanical,  or  chemical.  Should  chemical  methods  be  ap- 
proved, the  lessee  must  submit  a  Pesticide  Use  Proposal  to 
the  Authorized  Officer  60  days  prior  to  the  planned  applica- 
tion date. 

In  the  event  a  producing  well  is  developed,  the  unused 
disturbed  areas  surrounding  the  well  location  will  be  recon- 
toured  to  appropriate  confirmation  (one  which  allows  lease 
operations  and  avoids  steep  cut  and  fill  slopes)  as  soon  as 
possible.  Some  or  all  of  the  stockpiled  topsoil  will  be  evenly 
distributed  over  these  recontoured  areas.  Brush  cleared 
prior  to  construction  of  the  well  site  shall  be  scattered  back 
over  the  recontoured  area. 

Mulching  of  the  seedbed  following  seeding  may  be  required 
under  certain  conditions  (i.  e. ,  expected  severe  erosion),  as 
determined  by  the  surface  owner/manager. 

Surface  topsoil-like  material,  if  available,  will  be  stripped 
from  all  areas  where  surface  disturbance  is  necessary  and 
stockpiled  in  a  manner  and  location  that  will  allow  easy 
replacement.  These  stockpiles  shall  be  protected  from  loss. 
After  reshaping  the  site,  soil  material  should  be  distributed 
to  a  uniform  depth  that  will  allow  the  establishment  of 
desirable  vegetation.  The  disturbed  areas  shall  be  scarified 
prior  to  replacement  of  surface  soil  material. 

All  disturbed  areas  will  be  recontoured  to  blend  as  nearly 
as  possible  with  the  natural  topography.  This  includes 
removing  all  berms  and  refilling  all  cuts.  All  compacted 
portions  of  the  pad  will  be  ripped  to  a  depth  of  12  inches 
unless  in  solid  rock. 

After  revegetation  is  complete,  the  stockpiled  trees  will  be 
scattered  evenly  over  the  disturbed  areas.  The  access  will  be 
blocked  to  prevent  vehicular  access. 


Seed  certification  tags  will  be  submitted  to  the  Authorized 
Officer  for  seed  used  in  reclamation. 

Prior  to  abandonment  of  the  facilities  authorized  by  this 
grant,  the  holder  shall  contact  the  Authorized  Officer  to 
arrange  a  joint  inspection  of  the  right-of-way.  The  inspec- 
tion will  be  held  to  agree  on  an  acceptable  abandonment 
and  rehabilitation  plan.  The  Authorized  Officer  must  ap- 
prove the  plan  in  writing  prior  to  the  holder  commencing 
any  abandonment  and/or  rehabilitation  activities.  The  plan 
may  include  removal  of  surfacing  material  from  the  road, 
recontouring,  replacement  of  topsoil,  seeding,  mulching, 
etc. 

Cut  and  fill  slopes  shall  be  reduced  and  graded  to  conform 
the  site  to  the  adjacent  terrain.  The  disturbed  sites  will  be 
prepared  to  provide  a  seedbed  for  re-establishment  of 
desirable  vegetation  and  reshaped  to  blend  with  the  natural 
contour.  Such  practices  may  include  contouring,  terracing, 
gouging,  scarifying,  mulching,  fertilizing,  seeding,  and 
planting. 

J.  Miscellaneous 

On  determination  by  the  Authorized  Officer  of  an  impend- 
ing field  development,  a  transportation  plan  will  be  required 
to  reduce  unnecessary  access  roads. 

Additional  site  surveys,  grading  plans,  and  engineering 
designs  may  be  required  in  VRM  Class  II  areas. 

Should  additional  site-specific  environmental  analyses  at 
the  time  of  exploration  or  development  reveal  the  need  for 
additional  restrictions  or  the  continuance  of  existing  lease 
stipulations,  these  restrictions  will  become  part  of  the 
development  or  operational  plan. 

All  survey  monuments,  witness  corners,  reference  monu- 
ments, and  bearing  trees  shall  be  protected  against  destruc- 
tion, obliteration,  or  damage.  Any  markers  so  affected  must 
be  re-established  at  the  lessee's  expense  in  accordance  with 
accepted  BLM  survey  practices  defined  in  the  "Manual  of 
Surveying  Instructions  for  the  Survey  of  the  Public  Lands  of 
the  United  States." 

Burning  of  solid  or  liquid  wastes  usually  requires  a  burning 
permit.  The  permit  must  be  obtained  from  the  state  air 
quality  agency. 
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SPECIAL  STIPULATIONS 

The  following  stipulations  will  be  added,  as  prescribed  in 
this  plan,  to  future  oil  and  gas  leases  on  both  Federal  surface 
and  split-estate  lands.  The  actual  wording  of  these  stipula- 


tions may  be  adjusted  at  the  time  of  leasing  to  reflect  future 
legislation,  court  decisions,  or  policy  changes;  however,  the 
protection  standards  in  these  stipulations  would  be  main- 
tained. Any  change  to  the  protection  content  of  the  stipula- 
tion would  require  an  amendment  to  the  RMP/EIS. 


:*>-  ~ 
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TIMING  LIMITATION  STIPULATION 


No  surface  use  is  allowed  during  the  following  time  period(s).  This  stipulation  does  not  apply  to  operation  and  maintenance 
of  production  facilities. 

December  15  to  March  31 


On  the  lands  described  below: 


For  the  purpose  of  (reasons) :  Protecting  crucial  deer,  elk,  antelope,  or  bighorn  sheep  winter  range  from  activities  that  would 
cause  these  species  to  abandon  areas  of  crucial  winter  cover  and  forage  for  less  suitable  ranges;  San  Luis  Resource 
Management  Plan  (decisions  RCO  1-1, 2-1,  and  7-1). 

An  exception  to  this  stipulation  may  be  approved  if  it  can  be  demonstrated  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Authorized  Officer  that 
the  crucial  winter  range  is  (1)  not  being  utilized  and  is  expected  to  remain  in  such  a  condition  because  of  a  temporary  change 
in  climate  and/or  habitat,  or  that  (2)  impacts  can  be  mitigated  to  avoid  the  abandonment  of  crucial  winter  cover  and  forage. 

This  stipulation  may  be  waived  by  the  Authorized  Officer  only  upon  a  determination  that  crucial  winter  range  does  not  exist 
within  the  lease. 

Any  changes  to  this  stipulation  will  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  land  use  plan  and/or  the  regulatory  provisions  for  such 
changes.  (For  guidance  on  the  use  of  this  stipulation,  see  BLM  Manual  1624  and  3101  or  FS  Manual  1950  and  2820.) 

Form  #/Date 
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TIMING  LIMITATION  STIPULATION 


No  surface  use  is  allowed  during  the  following  time  period(s).  This  stipulation  does  not  apply  to  operation  and  maintenance 
of  production  facilities. 

February  15  to  July  15 


On  the  lands  described  below: 


For  the  purpose  of  (reasons) :  Protecting  waterfowl  from  activities  that  would  alter  breeding  behavior,  increase  the  incidence 
of  nest  abandonment,  and  decrease  breeding  success;  San  Luis  Resource  Management  Plan  (decisions  RCO  1-2,  LUA  4-4) 

An  exception  to  this  stipulation  may  be  approved  if  it  can  be  demonstrated  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Authorized  Officer  that 
the  waterfowl  nesting  area  is  (1)  not  being  utilized  and  is  expected  to  remain  in  such  a  condition  because  of  a  temporary 
change  in  climate  and/or  habitat,  or  that  (2)  impacts  can  be  mitigated  to  result  in  the  avoidance  of  nest  abandonment  and 
decreased  breeding  success. 

This  stipulation  may  be  waived  by  the  Authorized  Officer  only  upon  a  determination  that  waterfowl  nesting  areas  do  not 
exist  with  the  lease. 

Any  changes  to  this  stipulation  will  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  land  use  plan  and/or  the  regulatory  provisions  for  such 
changes.  (For  guidance  on  the  use  of  this  stipulation,  see  BLM  Manual  1624  and  3101  or  FS  Manual  1950  and  2820.) 

Form  #/Date 
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TIMING  LIMITATION  STIPULATION 


No  surface  use  is  allowed  during  the  following  time  period(s).  This  stipulation  does  not  apply  to  operation  and  maintenance 
of  production  facilities. 

May  15  to  July  15 


On  the  lands  described  below: 


For  the  purpose  of  (reasons):  Protecting  pronghorn  antelope  range  from  activities  which  would  force  antelope  into  less 
suitable  range  during  the  fawning  season;  San  Luis  Resource  Management  Plan  (decision  RCO  1-1). 

An  exception  to  this  stipulation  may  be  approved  if  it  can  be  demonstrated  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Authorized  Officer  that 
the  antelope  fawning  area  is  (1)  not  being  utilized  and  is  expected  to  remain  in  such  a  condition  because  of  a  temporary 
change  in  climate  and/or  habitat,  or  that  (2)  impacts  can  be  mitigated  to  result  in  avoiding  antelope  disturbance  during 
fawning  season. 

This  stipulation  may  be  waived  by  the  Authorized  Officer  only  upon  a  determination  that  antelope  fawning  range  does  not 
exist  within  the  lease. 

for  such  changes.  (For  guidance  on  the  use  of  this  stipulation,  see  BLM  Manual  1624  and  3101  or  FS  Manual  1950  and 
2820.) 
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Serial  No. 

NO  SURFACE  OCCUPANCY  STIPULATION 

No  surface  occupancy  or  use  is  allowed  on  the  lands  described  below  (legal  subdivision  or  other  description): 


For  the  purpose  of:  Protecting  lambing  areas  selected  by  bighorn  sheep  for  topography,  slope,  aspect,  and  escape  cover; 
San  Luis  Resource  Management  Plan  (decision  LUA  2-2). 

An  exception  to  this  stipulation  may  be  approved  if  it  can  be  demonstrated  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Authorized  Officer  that 
the  lambing  area  is  (1)  not  being  utilized  and  is  expected  to  remain  in  such  condition  because  of  a  temporary  change  in 
climate  and/or  habitat,  and  (2)  operations  can  be  conducted,  which  avoid  a  change  in  the  topography,  slope,  aspect,  and 
escape  cover. 

This  stipulation  may  be  waived  by  the  Authorized  Officer  only  upon  a  determination  that  bighorn  sheep  lambing  areas  do 
not  exist  within  the  lease. 

Any  changes  to  this  stipulation  will  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  land  use  plan  and/or  the  regulatory  provisions  for  such 
changes.  (For  guidance  on  the  use  of  this  stipulation,  see  BLM  Manual  1624  and  3101  or  FS  Manual  1950  and  2820.) 
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NO  SURFACE  OCCUPANCY  STIPULATION 

No  surface  occupancy  or  use  is  allowed  on  the  lands  described  below  (legal  subdivision  or  other  description): 


For  the  purpose  of:  Protecting  the  scenic  and  recreational  value  as  well  as  the  physical  improvements  of  the  Monte  Vista 
Park;  San  Luis  Resource  Management  Plan  (decision  LUA  1-2). 

An  exception  to  this  stipulation  may  be  approved  if  it  can  be  demonstrated  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Authorized  Officer  that 
operations  can  be  conducted  without  causing  unacceptable  impacts  to  the  scenic,  recreational,  and  physical  improvement 
values. 

This  stipulation  may  be  waived  by  the  Authorized  Officer  only  upon  a  determination  that  the  Monte  Vista  Park  is  no  longer 
utilized  for  recreational  purposes. 

Any  changes  to  this  stipulation  will  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  land  use  plan  and/or  the  regulatory  provisions  for  such 
changes.  (For  guidance  on  the  use  of  this  stipulation,  see  BLM  Manual  1624  and  3101  or  FS  Manual  1950  and  2820.) 

Form  #/Date 


C-29 


Appendix  C 

Serial  No. 

NO  SURFACE  OCCUPANCY  STIPULATION 

No  surface  occupancy  or  use  is  allowed  on  the  lands  described  below  (legal  subdivision  or  other  description): 


For  the  purpose  of:  Protecting  the  historic,  scenic  and  recreational  values  as  well  as  the  physical  improvements  of  the  Pike 
Stockade  Historic  Site;  San  Luis  Resource  Management  Plan  (decision  LUA  1-2). 

An  exception  to  this  stipulation  may  be  approved  if  it  can  be  demonstrated  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Authorized  Officer  that 
operations  can  be  conducted  without  causing  unacceptable  impacts  to  the  historic,  scenic,  recreational  and  physical 
improvement  values. 

This  stipulation  may  be  waived  by  the  Authorized  Officer  only  upon  a  determination  that  Pike  Stockade  Historic  Site  no 
longer  exists. 

Any  changes  to  this  stipulation  will  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  land  use  plan  and/or  the  regulatory  provisions  for  such 
changes.  (For  guidance  on  the  use  of  this  stipulation,  see  BLM  Manual  1624  and  3101  or  FS  Manual  1950  and  2820.) 
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NO  SURFACE  OCCUPANCY  STIPULATION 

No  surface  occupancy  or  use  is  allowed  on  the  lands  described  below  (legal  subdivision  or  other  description): 


For  the  purpose  of:  Protecting  the  recreational  and  scenic  values  of  the  Flat  Top  SPNM  in  its  natural  setting;  San  Luis 
Resource  Management  Plan  (decision  LUA  8-2). 

An  exception  to  this  stipulation  may  be  approved  if  it  can  be  demonstrated  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Authorized  Officer  that 
operations  can  be  conducted  without  causing  unacceptable  impacts  to  the  recreational,  scenic  and  natural  values. 

Any  changes  to  this  stipulation  will  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  land  use  plan  and/or  the  regulatory  provisions  for  such 
changes.  (For  guidance  on  the  use  of  this  stipulation,  see  BLM  Manual  1624  and  3101  or  FS  Manual  1950  and  2820.) 
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NO  SURFACE  OCCUPANCY  STIPULATION 

No  surface  occupancy  or  use  is  allowed  on  the  lands  described  below  (legal  subdivision  or  other  description): 


For  the  purpose  of:  Protecting  the  natural  and  scenic  values  of  the  Rio  Grande  River  Corridor  ACEC;  San  Luis  Resource 
Management  Plan  (decision  LUA  9-3). 

An  exception  to  this  stipulation  may  be  approved  if  it  can  be  demonstrated  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Authorized  Officer  that 
operations  can  be  conducted  without  causing  unacceptable  impacts  to  the  natural  and  scenic  values. 

Any  changes  to  this  stipulation  will  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  land  use  plan  and/or  the  regulatory  provisions  for  such 
changes.  (For  guidance  on  the  use  of  this  stipulation,  see  BLM  Manual  1624  and  3101  or  FS  Manual  1950  and  2820.) 
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NO  SURFACE  OCCUPANCY  STIPULATION 

No  surface  occupancy  or  use  is  allowed  on  the  lands  described  below  (legal  subdivision  or  other  description): 


For  the  purpose  of:  Protecting  residential  development  within  the  Town  of  South  Fork,  Colorado;  San  Luis  Resource 
Management  Plan  (decision  LUA  1-2). 

An  exception  to  this  stipulation  may  be  approved  if  it  can  be  demonstrated  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Authorized  Officer  that 
operations  can  be  conducted  without  causing  unacceptable  impacts  to  the  residential  values. 

This  stipulation  may  be  waived  by  the  Authorized  Officer  only  upon  determination  that  residential  development  no  longer 
exists  within  the  lease. 

Any  changes  to  this  stipulation  will  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  land  use  plan  and/or  the  regulatory  provisions  for  such 
changes.  (For  guidance  on  the  use  of  this  stipulation,  see  BLM  Manual  1624  and  3101  or  FS  Manual  1950  and  2820.) 
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NO  SURFACE  OCCUPANCY  STIPULATION 


No  surface  occupancy  or  use  is  allowed  on  the  lands  described  below  (legal  subdivision  or  other  description): 


For  the  purpose  of:  Protecting  recreational  and  visual  resource  values  within  the  Cumbres  and  Toltec  ACEC;  San  Luis 
Resource  Management  Plan  (decision  LUA  10-3). 

An  exception  to  this  stipulation  may  be  approved  if  it  can  be  demonstrated  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Authorized  Officer  that 
operations  can  be  screened  from  scenic  viewsheds  and  drill  rig  and  other  equipment  noises  can  be  eliminated. 

No  waiver  criteria. 

Any  changes  to  this  stipulation  will  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  land  use  plan  and/or  the  regulatory  provisions  for  such 
changes.  (For  guidance  on  the  use  of  this  stipulation,  see  BLM  Manual  1624  and  3101  or  FS  Manual  1950  and  2820.) 
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NO  SURFACE  OCCUPANCY  STIPULATION 

No  surface  occupancy  or  use  is  allowed  on  the  lands  described  below  (legal  subdivision  or  other  description): 


For  the  purpose  of:  Protecting  cultural  resource  values  within  the  200-acre  Folsom  Site,  within  the  Sand  Castle  ACEC;  San 
Luis  Resource  Management  Plan  (decision  LUA  3-4). 

No  exception  nor  waiver  criteria. 

Any  changes  to  this  stipulation  will  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  land  use  plan  and/or  the  regulatory  provisions  for  such 
changes.  (For  guidance  on  the  use  of  this  stipulation,  see  BLM  Manual  1624  and  3101  or  FS  Manual  1950  and  2820.) 
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NO  SURFACE  OCCUPANCY  STIPULATION 

No  surface  occupancy  or  use  is  allowed  on  the  lands  described  below  (legal  subdivision  or  other  description): 


For  the  purpose  of:  Protecting  the  historic  and  cultural  values  within  the  La  Garita  Wagon  Ruts  (5-SH-1065),  Poncha  Pass 
Railline  (5-SH-1063),  Villa  Grove-Orient  Railroad  Bed  (5-SH-1053),  Ute  Pass  Road  (5-SH-1066),  and  King  Turquoise 
Mine  (5-CN-650)  sites  listed  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places;  San  Luis  Resource  Management  Plan  (decision 
LUA  1-2). 

No  exception  nor  waiver  criteria. 

Any  changes  to  this  stipulation  will  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  land  use  plan  and/or  the  regulatory  provisions  for  such 
changes.  (For  guidance  on  the  use  of  this  stipulation,  see  BLM  Manual  1624  and  3101  or  FS  Manual  1950  and  2820.) 
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Livestock  Grazing  Management 

APPENDIX  D 
LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  MANAGEMENT 


The  basic  types  of  current  or  future  grazing  management 
systems  and  treatments  to  be  used  to  meet  management 
objectives  are  described  below: 

Deferred  Grazing:  Probably  would  involve  one  pasture; 
grazing  would  be  deferred  until  after  seed  ripe  of  key 
plant(s). 

Deferred  Rotation :  Would  involve  two  or  more  pastures  and 
livestock  grazing  would  be  deferred  in  one  of  the  pastures 
successively  until  after  seed  ripe  of  key  plant(s). 

Rest  Rotation:  Would  involve  one  or  more  pastures  and 
provide  rest  for  at  least  an  entire  year  from  livestock  grazing 
successively  in  one  or  more  of  the  pastures.  Depending  on 
the  season  of  use  and  number  of  pastures,  it  would  also 
involve  delaying  livestock  grazing  until  after  seed  in  one  of 
the  pastures  then  grazing  to  allow  seed  trampling  with  the 
rest  treatment  following  this  treatment. 

Deferred  Rest  Rotation:  Would  involve  rest  from  livestock 
grazing  for  at  least  1  year  but  beginning  of  grazing  occurs 
after  seed  ripe. 

Holistic  Resource  Management  (HRM):  Would  involve 
stressing  holism  in  the  management  of  the  total  resources 
as  opposed  to  management  for  individual  resources.  The 
concept  of  time  management,  as  opposed  to  animal  num- 
bers, would  be  used  to  control  overgrazing,  overrest,  and 
other  plant,  soil,  and  animal  relationships.  HRM  provides 
a  model  that  outlines  goal  setting,  and  identifies  ecosystem 


blocks  that  need  to  be  addressed  to  attain  goals,  tools 
available  for  dealing  with  ecosystems,  and  testing  and 
management  guidelines  for  selecting  the  tools.  HRM  invol- 
ves constant  planning,  monitoring,  replanning,  controlling, 
and  testing.  This  management  approach  would  only  be 
allowed  if  total  commitment  for  the  program  is  obtained 
from  the  permittee. 

Season  of  Use  or  Class  of  Livestock:  This  would  involve 
restrictions,  if  necessary,  to  avoid  livestock-wildlife  com- 
petition on  crucial  big  game  ranges. 

Range  Improvements:  Would  be  used  if  necessary  to 
facilitate  implementation  of  intensive  management  of  graz- 
ing. General  types  of  improvements  would  include  bound- 
ary and/or  pasture  fences,  cattleguards,  pipelines,  wells, 
water  storage  tanks,  rainfall  catchment  reservoirs,  springs, 
and  water  troughs.  The  general  locations  and  numbers  of 
range  improvements  would  be  identified  in  the  individual 
AMPs. 

Table  D-l  provides  an  allotment-specific  summary  of  the 
livestock  management  program.  The  following  changes 
have  been  made  to  the  table  since  the  draft  RMP  was 
published. 

1.  A  review  of  the  management  category  of  the  al- 
lotments was  completed  in  February  of  1990  and  as  a  result 
several  allotments  were  recategorized.  The  standard 
criteria  in  BLM  Manual  1622  appendix  1  was  used  for 
recategorization  of  the  following  allotments: 


ALLOTMENT  NO./NAME 


NEW  MANAGEMENT  CATEGORY 


4102 

Lakes 

4103 

Dry  Lakes 

4113 

Blanca  WHA 

4227 

La  Jara  Creek 

4239 

San  Antonio 

4243 

River 

4244 

South  Valley 

4304 

Bowen 

4305 

Sanderson 

4307 

Alder  Creek 

4518 

Nye 

4558 

East  Hoagland  Hill 

4562 

Mitchell 

4563 

West  Tracy  Ridge 

M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
M 
I 

M 
M 
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2.  The  season  of  use  on  some  allotments  has  changed  to 
include  some  spring  use  as  a  result  of  requests  by  both  BLM 
and  permittees.  The  impacts  of  spring  use  was  analyzed  in 
an  environmental  assessment  document.  The  following 
season  of  use  to  include  spring  use  was  changed  on  the 
following  allotments: 


4101   Rio  Grande 
4201    McMahon 

4213  Garambuyo 

4214  Trujlllo 
4235  Railroad 


4550  Rabbit  Canyon 

4240  AltaLake 

4410  Triangle 

441 1  Gato-Hutchinson 

4412  Greenie  Mountain 


3.  Two  allotments  (Middle  Creek  No.  4543  and  Indian 
Creek  No.  4544)  were  dropped  because  of  loss  of  qualifica- 
tions by  permittees.  Middle  Creek  allotment  has  been  in- 
corporated into  Poison  Creek  allotment  No.  4541,  and  the 
acres  in  the  table  for  this  allotment  have  been  changed  to 
reflect  this.  Two  allotments  (Emperius  No.  4111  and  La 
Garita  Creek  No.  4573)  were  added  to  the  table.  Temporary 
grazing  is  allowed  pending  completion  of  allotment 
management  plans. 

Following  is  an  explanation  of  the  data  presented  in  Table 
D-l: 

(1)  Management  category  is  the  general  management 
objective  for  each  allotment.  I  =  generally  most  will  be 
managed  with  the  objective  of  improving  resource  condi- 
tions; M  =  generally  will  be  managed  with  the  objective  of 
maintaining  resource  conditions;  and  C  =  generally  will 
receive  custodial  management  for  existing  resource  values. 


(2)  Active  grazing  preference  is  that  portion  of  the  total 
grazing  preference  in  AUMs  available  to  be  licensed  for  use 
during  any  one  grazing  year. 

(3)  Voluntary  nonuse/suspended  grazing  preference  is  that 
portion  of  the  total  grazing  preference  in  AUMs  temporarily 
withheld  from  active  grazing  use. 

(4)  Total  grazing  preference  is  the  total  number  of  live- 
stock grazing  AUMs  on  public  lands  apportioned  and  at- 
tached to  base  property  owned  or  controlled  by  a  permittee 
or  lessee.  Column  (2)  plus  column  (3)  equals  column  (4). 

(5)  Class  of  livestock  is  the  kind  of  livestock  authorized  to 
graze  on  an  allotment.  C  =  cattle;  S  =  sheep;  H  =  horses. 

(6)  Season  of  use  is  the  time  of  year  when  livestock  are 
present  on  the  allotment.  Sp  =  spring  (5/1  to  6/15);  Su  = 
summer  (6/16  to  9/15);  Fa  =  fall  (9/16  to  12/15);  Wi  - 
winter  (12/16  to  2/28).  Early  spring  use  (3/1  to  4/30)  could 
be  allowed  for  special  management  prescriptions. 

(7)  Implementation  status  is  the  current  status  of  the 
allotment  management  plan  (AMP).  IMP  =  Implemented 
working  AMP;  NOT  =  Scheduled  AMP  that  has  not  been 
implemented;  GS  =  Allotment  with  grazing  system  only;  A 
dash  (-)  =  No  AMP  is  scheduled  for  the  allotment. 

(8)  Trend  is  the  direction  of  change  in  range  condition 
over  a  period  of  time.  Data  shown  is  based  on  trend  studies 
completed  for  the  San  Luis  Resource  Area  Grazing  EIS, 
which  was  published  in  1978.  An  asterisk  (*)  indicates  no 
data  available;  U  =  Upward  trend;  S  =  Static  trend;  D  = 
Downward  trend. 
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ACRONYMS 


ACEC-- Areas  of  critical  environmental  concern 

ATV--A11  terrain  vehicle 

AMP-Allotraent  management  plan 

ARPA-- Archaeological  Resources  Protection  Act 

AUM~Animal  unit  month 

BLM--Bureau  of  Land  Management 

CFL--Commercial  forest  land 

CFR--Code  of  Federal  Regulations 

CRMAP-Coordinated  resource  management  activity  plan 

CRMP--Cultural  resource  management  plan 

CNAP-Colorado  Natural  Areas  Program 

DOW-Division  of  Wildlife 

DRMP-Draft  resource  management  plan 

EA— Environmental  assessment 

EIS~Environmental  impact  statement 

ESA-Economic  study  area 

EPA-Environmental  Protection  Agency 

FEIS--Final  environmental  impact  statement 

FERC-Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission 

FLPMA-Federal  Land  Policy  Management  Act 

FMP~Forest  management  plan 

FR~Federal  Register 

GRA— Geographic  Reference  Area 

HMP~Habitat  management  plan 

IMP— Interim  Management  Policy 


LU A—Land  use  allocation 
MA-Management  action 
MFP— Management  framework  plan 
NEP A— National  Environmental  Protection  Act 
NRHP-National  Register  of  Historic  Places 
NSO-No  surface  occupancy 
OHV-Off-highway  vehicle 
RCO— Resource  condition  objective 
PRMP-- Proposed  resource  management  plan 
R&PP-Recreation  and  Public  Purposes 
RMP-Resource  management  plan 
ROD-Record  of  decision 
ROS— Recreation  opportunity  spectrum 
SLRA— San  Luis  Resource  Area 
SLRMP-San  Luis  Resource  Management  Plan 
SPG— Supplemental  program  guidance 
SPNM-Semiprimitive  nonmotorized 
SRMA-Special  recreation  management  area 
USFS-United  States  Forest  Service 
USFWS-United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
VRM— Visual  resource  management 
WHA- Wildlife  habitat  area 
W&SR-Wild  and  scenic  river 
wtp- Willingness  to  pay 
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GLOSSARY 

Allotment  Management  Plan.  A  concisely  written  program  of  livestock  grazing  management,  including  supportive 
measures,  if  required,  designed  to  attain  specific  management  goals  in  a  grazing  allotment. 

Acre- Foot.  A  unit  for  measuring  volume,  equal  to  the  quantity  of  water  or  other  material  required  to  cover  1  acre  to  a 
depth  of  1  foot  or  a  volume  of  43,560  cubic  feet. 

Alluvium.  Unconsolidated  rock  or  soil  material  deposited  by  running  water,  including  gravel,  sand,  silt,  clay,  and  various 
mixtures  of  these. 

Allotment  Management  Action.  A  specific  action  stated  within  an  allotment  management  plan. 

Animal  Unit  Month  (AUM).  The  forage  needed  to  support  one  cow,  one  horse,  or  five  sheep  for  a  month  or  one  elk,  five 
deer,  or  five  antelope  for  the  same  period  of  time  (1,800  lbs./AUM  on  a  50  percent  utilization  basis). 

Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC).  An  area  within  the  public  lands  where  special  management  attention  is 
required:  (1)  to  protect  and  prevent  irreparable  damage  to  important  historic,  cultural,  or  scenic  values,  fish  and  wildlife 
resources,  or  other  natural  systems  or  processes;  or  (2)  to  protect  life  and  safety  from  natural  hazards. 

Avoidance.  A  partial  or  complete  redesign  or  relocation  of  a  proposed  land  use  to  prevent  a  potential  adverse  effect  from 
occurring. 

Back-Country  Vehicle.  Any  motorized  vehicle  for  cross-country  travel  over  land,  water,  sand,  snow,  ice,  marsh, 
swampland,  or  other  terrain. 

Biological  Perpetuation.  Management  of  aquatic  habitat  to  achieve  a  healthy  and  productive  ecosystem  for  the  long-term 
enhancement  of  cold  and  warm  water  fisheries. 

BLM  Land.  Land  administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

Canopy.  The  continuous  cover  of  branches  and  foliage  formed  collectively  by  the  crowns  of  adjacent  trees  and  other 
woody  growth. 

Conditions  of  Approval.  Conditions  or  provisions  (requirements)  under  which  an  Application  for  Permit  to  Drill  or  a 
Sundry  Notice  is  approved. 

Contiguous.  Lands  or  legal  subdivisions  having  a  common  boundary;  lands  having  only  a  common  corner  are  not  con- 
tiguous. 

Coordinated  Resource  Management  Activity  Plan  (CRMAP).  An  activity  level  plan  completed  for  more  than  one  resource 
in  a  given  area/site,  usually  when  conflicts  or  potential  conflicts  could  occur  between  various  resource  activities. 

Crucial  Winter  Range  Closure.  Lands  identified  as  critical  to  big  game  during  winter  months  (December  15  through 
March  31). 

Cultural  Resources.  Those  fragile  and  nonrenewable  remains  of  human  activity,  occupation,  or  endeavor,  reflected  in  dis- 
tricts, sites,  structures,  buildings,  objects,  artifacts,  ruins,  works  of  art,  architecture,  and  natural  features  that  were  of  im- 
portance in  human  events. 

Discharged  Use.  A  category  applied  to  a  cultural  resource  that  was  previously  qualified  for  assignment  to  another  category 
and  no  longer  possess  the  qualifying  characteristics. 

Exception.  Case-by-case  exemption  from  a  lease  stipulation.  The  stipulation  continues  to  apply  to  all  other  sites  within  the 
leasehold  to  which  the  restrict  criteria  applies. 

Ecosystem.  Collectively,  all  populations  in  a  community,  plus  the  associated  environmental  factors. 

Endangered  Species.  Any  species  in  danger  of  extinction  throughout  all  or  a  significant  portion  of  its  ranges. 

Environmental  Assessment  (EA).  A  report  analyzing  the  impacts  of  some  proposed  action  on  a  given  environment.  It  is 
similar  to  an  environmental  impact  statement  (EIS)  except  it  is  generally  smaller  in  scope  and  makes  recommendations 
for  action.  EAs  are  sometimes  preliminary  to  EISs. 
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Eolian.  Pertaining  to,  caused  by,  or  carried  by  the  wind. 

Ephemeral  Stream.  A  stream  that  flows  occasionally  because  of  surface  runoff,  but  is  not  influenced  by  permanent  ground 
water. 

Erosion.  The  process  by  which  soil  particles  are  detached  and  moved. 

Flyway.  An  established  air  route  of  migratory  birds. 

Forb.  A  nonwoody  herbaceous  plant. 

Fragile  Soil.  Category  of  problem  sites  composed  of  soils  that  have  moderate  to  high  water  holding  capacities,  moderate  to 
slow  permeability,  and  can  be  severely  degraded  by  compaction,  slumping  and  sliding,  and  erosion. 

Fragile  Soil/Slope  Gradient.  Problem  sites  where  unstable  landforms  and  unstable  or  erosive  soils  are  made  more  vul- 
nerable to  degradation  by  steep  slopes. 

Game  Species.  Those  species  commonly  harvested  either  for  sport  or  profit. 

Geolographical  Reference  Area.  A  unit  of  specified  land  area,  which  is  assigned  a  set  of  management  directions  within  this 
land  use  plan. 

Groundwater.  Water  beneath  the  land  surface,  in  the  zone  of  saturation. 

Habitat.  A  specific  set  of  physical  conditions  that  surrounds  the  single  species,  a  group  of  species,  or  a  large  community.  In 
wildlife  management,  the  major  components  of  habitat  are  considered  to  be  food,  water,  cover,  and  living  space. 

Habitat  Management  Plan  (HMP).  A  written  and  approved  activity  plan  for  a  geographical  area  of  public  lands  identifying 
wildlife  habitat  management  actions  to  be  implemented  in  achieving  specific  objectives  related  to  planning  document 
decisions. 

Hazard  Sites/ Areas.  Locations  on  BLM-administered  lands  that  potentially  pose  a  hazard  situation  for  the  public  or  BLM 
personnel. 

Hazardous  Materials.  Materials  and  substances  that  may  be  encountered  on  BLM-administered  lands  and  would  be  poten- 
tially harmful  if  physical  contact  were  made  by  either  the  public  or  BLM  personnel. 

Imprint.  A  mark  or  evidence  left  by  man. 

Intermittent  Stream.  A  stream  that  does  not  flow  year-round  but  has  some  association  with  ground  water  for  surface  or 
subsurface  flow. 

Intrusion.  A  feature  (land  and  water  form,  vegetation,  or  structure)  that  is  generally  considered  out  of  context  with  the 
characteristic  landscape. 

Lease  (fluid).  A  contract  in  legal  form  that  provides  for  the  right  to  develop  and  produce  fluid  resources  for  a  specific 
period  of  time  under  certain  agreed  upon  terms  and  conditions. 

Leasable  Minerals.  Oil,  gas,  sodium,  potassium,  phosphate,  coal,  oil  shale,  tar  sands,  asphaltic  materials,  and,  in  Louisiana 
and  New  Mexico,  sulphur  and  all  minerals  on  the  Outer  Continental  Shelf,  and  on  acquired  lands. 

Locatable  Minerals.  Minerals  or  materials  subject  to  disposal  and  development  through  the  Mining  Law  of  1872  (as 
amended).  Generally  includes  metallic  minerals  such  as  gold  and  silver  and  other  materials  not  subject  to  lease  or  sale. 

Management  Framework  Plan  (MFP).  Land  use  plan  for  BLM-administered  lands,  which  provides  a  set  of  goals,  objec- 
tives, and  constraints  for  a  specific  planning  area  to  guide  the  development  of  detailed  plans  for  the  management  of  each 
resource. 

Mbf.  Thousand  board  feet. 

MSA.  See  Management  Situation  Analysis. 

Management  Situation  Analysis  (MSA).  An  analysis  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  used  for  making  land  manage- 
ment decisions  that  are  responsive  to  public  issues  to  determine  the  capability  of  public  land  resources.  This  is  available 
for  review  in  the  Canon  City  District  Office. 
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Management  Use.  The  category  applied  to  any  cultural  property  considered  most  useful  for  controlled  experimental  study 
that  would  result  in  its  physical  alteration. 

Mineral  Estate.  The  ownership  of  the  right  to  all  or  certain  minerals  in  the  land,  or  reservation  of  fractional  interest  in  all 
or  certain  minerals  in  perpetuity  or  for  a  specified  period  of  time. 

Mineral  Material.  Widespread  deposits  of  common  clay,  sand,  gravel  or  stone,  which  are  not  subject  to  disposal  under  the 
1872  Mining  Law,  as  amended. 

Modification.  Fundamental  change  to  the  provisions  of  a  lease  stipulation,  either  temporarily  or  for  the  term  of  the  lease. 
A  modification  may,  therefore,  include  an  exemption  from  or  alteration  to  a  stipulated  requirement.  Depending  on  the 
specific  modification,  the  stipulation  may  or  may  not  apply  to  all  other  sites  within  the  leasehold  to  which  the  restrictive 
criteria  applies. 

National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  The  official  list,  established  by  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966,  of  the 
nation's  cultural  resources  worthy  of  preservation.  The  register  lists  archaeological,  historic,  and  architectural  proper- 
ties (i.e.,  districts,  sites,  buildings,  structures,  and  objects)  nominated  for  their  local,  state,  or  national  significance  by 
state  or  Federal  agencies  and  approved  by  the  National  Register  staff. 

No  Surface  Occupancy.  A  fluid  mineral  leasing  stipulation  that  prohibits  occupancy  or  disturbance  of  all  or  part  of  the 
lease  surface  in  order  to  protect  special  values.  Fluid  resources  may  be  developed  by  directional  drilling. 

Nongame  Species.  Those  species  not  commonly  harvested  either  for  sport  or  profit. 

Nonuse.  Allowable  livestock  grazing  use  (in  AUMs)  that  is  authorized  but  is  not  to  be  used  during  a  given  time  period. 
Nonuse  is  applied  for  and  authorized  on  an  annual  basis. 

Off-Highway  Vehicle  (OHV).  This  designation  replaces  the  off- road  vehicle  (ORV)  designation  and  is  all  inclusive  of  un- 
surfaced  roads.  This  designation  aids  in  management  of  seasonal  closures  on  all  unsurfaced  roads  needing  protection 
during  wet  seasons  or  for  protection  of  other  resources  or  values. 

OHV  Open  Areas.  Locations  on  BLM-administered  lands  with  no  limitations  nor  restrictions  to  full  use  and  travel  of  off- 
highway  vehicles. 

OHV  Limited  Areas.  Locations  on  BLM-administered  lands  with  some  form  of  limitation  or  restriction  for  the  full  use 
and  travel  of  off-highway  vehicles  (i.e.,  seasonally  limited  travel  or  restrictions  of  travel  to  designated  roads  and  trails 
only). 

OHV  Closed  Areas.  Locations  on  BLM-administered  lands  where  absolutely  no  use  nor  travel  of  off-highway  vehicles  is  al- 
lows. 

Perennial  Stream.  A  stream  that  has  year-round  surface  flows. 

Permeability.  The  condition  of  being  porous;  containing  openings  or  interstices  through  which  outside  properties  can  pass. 

Public  Use.  The  category  applied  to  any  cultural  property  that  is  appropriate  for  consideration  as  an  interpretive  exhibit  in 
place. 

Range  Condition  or  Ecological  Status.  Present  state  of  vegetation  of  a  range  site  in  relation  to  the  potential  natural  com- 
munity (climax).  Range  condition  and  ecological  status  are  synonymous  and  can  be  expressed  by  either  serai  stage  or 
condition  class.  Four  classes  express  the  degree  to  which  production  or  composition  the  present  community  reflects  the 
percent  of  the  potential  natural  community  (climax). 

Potential  Natural  Community  (PNC).  Excellent  condition  has  76  to  100  percent  of  the  vegetation  at  climax. 

Late  Serai.  Good  condition  has  51  to  75  percent  of  the  vegetation  at  climax 

Mid  Serai.  Fair  condition  has  26  to  50  percent  of  the  vetegation  at  climax. 

Early  Serai.  Poor  condition  has  0  to  25  percent  of  the  vegetagion  at  climax. 

Raptors.  Birds  of  prey,  such  as  hawks,  owls,  and  eagles.  One  of  the  behavior  characteristics  of  these  animals  is  to  return, 
year  after  year,  to  the  same  nesting  area.  Accordingly,  the  nesting  sites  of  these  protected  species  should  be  retained 
with  minimal  human  disturbance. 
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Recreation  Opportunity  Spectrum  (ROS).  A  method  for  classifying  the  land  by  setting  opportunity,  according  to  the  ability 
of  the  land  to  provide  various  types  of  physical,  social,  and  managerial  settings  to  satisfy  the  desires  and  expected  be- 
havioral preferences  of  the  users. 

Reforestation  Problems.  Problem  sites  where  two  or  more  types  of  interfering  conditions  may  cause  seedling  mortality 
during  the  first  several  growing  seasons.  High  soil  temperature,  droughty  conditions,  unshaded  southern  and  western 
slopes,  competing  vegetation,  animal  damage,  or  wind  and  frost  damage  are  examples  of  such  conditions. 

Right-of-Way  (major  ).  An  area  open  for  a  utility  line  greater  than  69  kilowatts  or  a  surface-disturbing  activity  that  is 
greater  than  5  feet  in  width. 

Rights-of-Way  Corridor.  A  designated  parcel  of  land,  either  linear  or  areal  in  character,  that  has  been  identified  through 
the  land  use  planning  process  as  the  preferred  location  for  existing  and  future  right-of-way  grants  and  suitable  to  accom- 
modate more  than  one  type  of  right-of-way  or  one  or  more  rights-of-way  that  are  similar,  identical,  or  compatible. 

Riparian  Area.  An  area  of  land  directly  influenced  by  permanent  water,  which  has  visible  vegetation  or  physical  charac- 
teristics reflective  of  this  permanent  water  influence. 

Riprap.  A  loose  assemblage  of  broken  rock  erected  in  water  or  on  soft  ground  as  a  foundation. 

Riverine.  Pertaining  to  or  resembling  a  river.  Located  on  or  inhabiting  the  banks  of  a  river  (i.e.,  riparian). 

Salable  Minerals.  Minerals,  such  as  common  varieties  of  sand,  stone,  gravel,  cinders,  pumice,  pumicite,  and  clay  that  may 
be  acquired  under  the  Materials  Act  of  1947,  as  amended. 

San  Luis  Planning  Area  Boundary.  The  portion  within  the  area  boundary  identified  for  study  in  the  resource  management 
plan;  i.e.  excludes  most  of  Mineral  County  and  most  of  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  lands. 

San  Luis  Resource  Area  Boundary.  BLM  designated  boundary;  i.e.,  all  of  Alamosa,  Conejos,  Costilla,  Mineral,  Rio 
Grande,  and  Saguache  Counties. 

Scientific  Use.  The  category  applied  to  any  cultural  property  determined  suitable  for  consideration  as  the  subject  of  scien- 
tific or  historical  study  utilizing  currently  available  research  techniques,  including  study  that  would  result  in  physical  al- 
teration of  the  property. 

Sediment  Yield.  The  amount  of  sediment  given  up  by  a  watershed  over  a  specified  time  period,  usually  a  year.  Ordinarily, 
it  is  expressed  as  tons,  acre-feet,  or  cubic  yards  of  sediment  per  unit  of  drainage  per  year. 

Soil  Association.  A  mapping  unit  used  on  general  soil  maps  in  which  two  or  more  defined  taxonomic  units  occurring 
together  in  a  characteristic  pattern  are  combined  because  the  scale  of  the  map  or  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  being  made 
does  not  require  delineation  of  the  individual  soils. 

Solitude.  The  state  of  being  alone  or  remote  from  habitations;  isolations.  A  lonely,  unfrequented,  or  secluded  place. 

Special  Recreation  Management  Area  (SRMA).  Areas  requiring  explicit  recreation  management  to  achieve  the  Bureau 
recreation  objectives  and  to  provide  specific  recreation  opportunities.  Special  management  areas  are  identified  in  the 
RMP,  which  also  defines  the  management  objectives  for  the  area.  BLM  recreation  investments  are  concentrated  in 
these  areas. 

Special  Stipulations.  Additional  specific  terms  and  conditions  that  change  the  manner  in  which  operations  may  be  con- 
ducted on  a  lease  or  modify  the  lease  rights  granted. 

Split  Estate.  Lands  where  the  surface  and  mineral  estates  have  been  severed  and  are  under  different  ownership  (i.e., 
private  surface/Federal  minerals). 

Sustained  Yield.  The  achievement  and  maintenance,  in  perpetuity,  of  a  high  level  of  annual  or  regular  periodic  output  of 
the  various  renewable  resources  of  the  public  lands  consistent  with  multiple  use.  Amount  of  resource  harvested  normal- 
ly equals  the  amount  grown  since  the  previous  harvest. 

Supplemental  Program  Guidance  (SPG).  Program  specific  guidance  for  resource  management  planning  from  the  1620 
series  of  the  BLM  manual. 

Threatened  Species.  Any  species  that  is  likely  to  become  an  endangered  species  within  the  foreseeable  future  throughout 
all  or  a  significant  portion  of  its  range. 

Vista.  A  panoramic  scenic  view  from  one  or  more  vantage  points. 
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Visual  Resource.  The  land,  water,  vegetation,  animal,  and  other  features  that  are  visible  on  all  lands. 

Waiver.  Permanent  exemption  from  a  lease  stipulation.  The  stipulation  no  longer  applies  anywhere  within  the  leasehold. 

Wetlands.  Permanently  wet  or  intermittently  flooded  areas  where  the  water  table  (fresh,  saline,  or  brackish)  is  at,  near,  or 
above  the  soil  surface  for  extended  intervals,  where  hydric  wet  soil  conditions  are  normally  exhibited  and  where  water 
depths  generally  do  not  exceed  two  meters. 

Wilderness  Study  Area  (WSA).  A  roadless  area,  which  has  been  found  to  have  wilderness  characteristics  (thus  having  the 
potential  of  being  included  in  the  National  Wilderness  System),  and  which  has  been  subjected  to  intensive  analysis  by  the 
Bureau  and  public  review  to  determine  wilderness  suitability  and  is  not  yet  the  subject  of  a  congressional  decision 
regarding  designation  as  wilderness. 

Withdrawal.  An  action  that  restricts  the  use  of  public  land  and  segregates  the  land  from  the  operation  of  some  or  all  of  the 
public  land  or  mineral  laws.  Withdrawals  are  also  used  to  transfer  jurisdiction  of  management  to  other  Federal  agencies. 

Woodland.  Forested  land  not  capable  of  producing  commercial  sawtimber,  but  can  and  does  produce  forest  products  like 
firewood,  transplants,  posts  and  poles,  etc. 
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